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Abstract
Self-Actualized Leaders’ Relationships With Dynamic Teams. Joseph W. Pieri, 2022:
Applied Dissertation, Nova Southeastern University, Abraham S. Fischler College of
Education and School of Criminal Justice. Keywords: leadership, group behavior,
administrative teams, self actualization
A recent study of 831 companies around the world found that employees on average tend
to spend 54% of their time working within teams (Frey et al., 2013). Today, this number
is estimated to be an additional four to six percent higher (Gallup, 2020). Despite the
upward trend of increased reliance on team based structures in effort to improve
productivity and boost morale, research reveals approximately two thirds of U.S.
employees are not engaged at their workplace (Gallup, 2020). More than half (51%) of
workers merely go through the motions of their job, barely meeting minimum position
responsibilities. However, leadership is essential to creating and sustaining highperforming teams (Perkins, 2017; Sparks, 2019; Sparks & Repede, 2016). A manager or a
team leader appears to have the potential to influence a productive group culture and
ultimately greater team success.
The researcher carried out a correlational study that focused on team leaders’ selfactualization (Maslow, 1943) and the culture of their teams (Bion, 1961). The main
purpose of this study was to determine if there is a relationship between self-actualized
leaders and high-performing (Dynamic) team cultures. The study also looked to see if
specific leadership motivation drives related to specific team cultures (Power-Dependent;
Achievement-Detached and Affiliation-Dramatic)
An analysis of the data revealed a significant positive correlation between the leaders’
self-actualization and the leaders’ dynamic group cultures, r = .202, p < .05. Positive
correlations were also found between the leaders’ motivation drives of achievement and
the corresponding Detached culture, r = .347, p < .01, as well as power motivational
drives and their teams’ Dependent cultures, r = .489, p < .01. The study also found a
significant negative correlation between the leaders’ affirmation motivational drive and
the teams’ Dramatic culture, r = -.186, p < .05. Together, these correlations provide
evidence that the leaders’ self-actualization and primary motivations are related to their
teams’ group culture. The current study results add to the extant literature on how
leadership behavior may influence team performance.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Statement of the Problem
Many businesses and organizations in the United States are plagued by high
employee turnover, low productivity, low employee engagement, depressed morale, poor
execution, and ultimately missed opportunities for growth and increased impact or profits
(Clifton & Harter, 2019; Eldor et al., 2020; Gallup, 2020; Rothstein & Burke, 2010).
Underperforming teams are often at the center of these challenges. However, highperforming teams can often mitigate these challenges, as they are associated with
increased employee involvement, improved problem solving, increased creativity,
streamlined work processes, and improved overall performance (Gallup, 2020; Holmes,
2012). Furthermore, research shows a connection between team culture and performance
(Allas & Schaninger, 2020; Bion, 1961; Gordon, 2018; Katzenbach & Smith, 1993;
Sparks, 2019). Additionally, a positive work culture can boost employee performance,
increasing profitability and organizational health (Allas & Schaninger, 2020).
When teams have a shared vision and commitment to performance, this collective
engagement has been linked to a host of positive business outcomes, such as improved
service quality and increased client satisfaction (Eldor et al., 2020; Holmes, 2012;
Perkins, 2017). In fact, this effect was more substantial in intensely competitive market
environments (Eldor et al., 2020). Although the benefits of Dynamic teams are well
documented, the occurrence of disengaged and underperforming teams remains
widespread (Clifton & Harter, 2019; Gallup, 2020; Holmes, 2012). Unless this trend
reverses, the U.S. workforce will continue to suffer from low-engaged workers and, as a
result, potentially lose billions of dollars annually (Gallup, 2020). A review of the most
recent literature supports the premise that most teams in the U.S. workplace are not
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Dynamic (Clifton & Harter, 2019; Gallup, 2020). As a result, many organizations endure
employee disengagement, high turnover, and failure to meet work-related and
organizational goals (Clifton & Harter, 2019). This provides a juxtaposition with the
ample research that reveals most people have a strong desire for their role at work to be
emotionally fulfilling (Gambrell et al., 2011). A discussion of the research problem
follows.
The Research Problem
Research dating back 25 years reveals high-performing teams, also referred to as
Dynamic teams, are far too often the exception rather than the rule (Gallup, 2020;
Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). Historically, there has been less focus on teams or followers
than leadership or leaders (Johnson & Hackman, 2018). In addition, there is little research
exploring how the leaders’ emotional well-being relates to their followers’ emotional
well-being. Yet leaders and followers often function collaboratively, performing best
when sharing values and goals (Eldor et al., 2020). Perhaps it is not surprising that
leadership, as a Google search term, generates approximately 774 million results, far
more than the 546,000 results generated when inserting followership (Johnson &
Hackman, 2018). Followers are getting short shrift.
Background and Justification
A 2019 meta-analysis on high-performance teams’ characteristics revealed over
8,100 peer-reviewed research papers (Wilkinson, 2019). After removing papers with little
validity or reliability, it dropped to 4,700. This number was further reduced to 2,300 after
repeat studies and revalidation studies were eliminated. From this collection, Wilkinson
(2019) identified 12 essential elements from a sample of 59 papers regarded as most
representative of the field. Among the essential aspects, several related to leader and
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follower collaboration and follower well-being. These critical aspects were emotional
intelligence, clear roles and responsibilities, cooperation, mutual support, encouragement,
and a developmental mindset. These attributes are commonly associated with resiliency
and shared leadership, often seen in transformational and servant-based leadership.
Over the last 10 to 15 years, scholars and researchers have recognized that
effective leadership is less about task management and more about influencing and
motivating others to be their best (Delmatoff & Lazarus, 2014; Perkins, 2017). Effective
leadership entails sincerity, compassion, and genuine concern (Delmatoff & Lazarus,
2014). Furthermore, much of a leader’s success is connected to follower well-being
(Perkins, 2017). In other words, leaders who genuinely care about and facilitate personal
development among their teams are more likely to have Dynamic teams.
Organizations have an obvious stake in learning how to increase productivity and
success in the workplace (Rothstein & Burke, 2010). Hence, discovering new
opportunities for increasing employee engagement through effective leadership and
team management should be a priority among organizations (Perkins, 2017; Wilkinson,
2019). Leadership is essential to creating and sustaining Dynamic teams (Perkins, 2017;
Sparks, 2019; Sparks & Repede, 2016). Organizations often hold team leaders
accountable for building and sustaining team performance by assigning roles and
responsibilities to unleash their team’s potential and ultimately help their organization
attain success. Effective leadership often stems from a high sense of self-awareness and
a genuine concern for followers’ needs (Ross & Squires, 2015; Staver, 2012).
The theory of self-actualization aligns with the premise that humans want more
fulfilling experiences from personal and work relationships and have a strong desire to
operate with purpose in everything they do in life (Gallup, 2020; Perkins, 2017;
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Privette, 2001). According to Maslow (1943), self-actualization is a complete state of
being. Self-actualized individuals are true to their nature and maximize their fullest
potential as human beings. Defining self-actualized individuals’ characteristics includes
full acceptance of self and others, appreciation, creativity, compassion, and a strong
sense of humanity. Francis and Kritsonis (2006) argued that effective leadership
ultimately comes down to helping followers reach their self-actualized state of
expressing their fullest potential.
Because ample research has shown leaders influence team culture and
performance, the purpose of this study was to examine if there is a relationship between
self-actualized leaders and Dynamic team culture. This study will build upon previous
literature exploring ways in which leadership influences team culture and performance
but seldom focusing on self-actualization. This study also will build upon research about
leadership and follower well-being by looking at the two simultaneously. There is an
opportunity to better understand team culture and performance by examining the
relationship between leaders and their teams through the framework of self-actualization
Deficiencies in the Evidence
Maslow’s concept of self-actualization was first introduced 80 years ago. Since
then, numerous studies have been conducted on this subject. In fact, many research
papers, such as Perkins (2017), Privette (2001), and Sparks and Repede (2016), have
supported the premise that self-actualization essentially comes down to representing an
individual’s internal drive to reach his/her potential. However, a literature review reveals
minimal research focusing on self-actualized leaders in the workplace and their impact on
others, such as those on the teams they manage. Perkins noted there is also a lack of
research on self-actualization related to effective leadership and follower well-being. This
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may represent a missed opportunity. If self-actualized leaders relate to team culture and
performance, then the impact on organizational success, productivity, and follower wellbeing could be noteworthy.
Audience
This research can provide valuable information for a range of researchers
interested in Dynamic teams and related concepts. There is an assumption that Dynamic
teams’ characteristics are similar across disciplines (Cheruvelil et al., 2014). Thus, the
findings of this study can contribute to the body of research representing transformative
knowledge towards effective management and policy recommendations. This study’s
results also should assist business-oriented practitioners by providing insight into better
predicting when a team is likely to perform well based on the highly regarded
psychological construct of self-actualization.
Setting of the Study
This quantitative study collected data from several workplaces and industries,
including finance, retail, health care, professional sports, law, and global manufacturing.
All participating organizations operate year-round, which provided the necessary time
needed for data collection. Issues stemming from COVID-19 were addressed in
collection by distributing, completing, and collecting questionnaires electronically.
Ultimately, the range of organizations provided a robust sample size and a diversified
sample.
Researcher’s Role
The researcher has no formal relationship with the participants of the study.
Hence, all subjects participated voluntarily. The researcher is a partner with Fortius
Management, LLC, a consultancy group that focuses on organizational health and
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implementing change initiatives that enable higher sustained performance levels. Fortius
works to help its clients push boundaries, set new expectations for success, and establish
the proper accountability to achieve their strategic ambition. The Fortius approach
includes consultancy, executive coaching, team development sessions, experiential
learning, and tailored workshops to achieve targeted objectives.
Purpose of the Study
This study aimed to determine if there is a relationship between self-actualized
leaders and Dynamic team cultures. Teams are more likely to be intrinsically motivated
and ultimately more successful once their safety and security hierarchical needs are met
(Sparks, 2002). The current paper’s theoretical framework examined if the impact of
leaders’ self-actualization marked by self-awareness, motivation, and transformational
leadership relates to a team’s culture and its effectiveness. Leaders and their teams were
studied in the context of relational patterns that may contribute to our understanding of
how leadership influences team culture and performance. The leaders’ primary
motivation drive and self-actualization degree were assessed via the Actualized
Leadership Profile (ALP). All participating leaders were asked to complete the ALP
questionnaire as part of the study. Team cultures were assessed via the Group Culture
Profile (GCP). The following section includes a set of unique definitions provided in this
study.
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this applied dissertation, the following terms are defined.
Dynamic Team Culture
A Dynamic Team Culture is conducive to creating or maintaining a highperforming team. This type of team is characterized by candid and open communication
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in decision-making and problem-solving efforts, effective conflict management, high
participation levels, collaborative outcomes, high trust, clarity of purpose, and member
satisfaction (Sparks, 2019).
Effective Leadership
This term refers to a situation when a leader demonstrates genuine investment and
concern for others that positively impacts all group members’ behavior, performance, and
well-being.
Followers
This term refers to active participants in defined roles who willingly work towards
objectives that support the leader’s mission and goal.
Group Culture
This term refers to a set of shared beliefs (both conscious and unconscious) and
social agreements reflecting the group members’ values.
Leadership Drive
Based on McClelland’s (1971) research, there are three primary drivers of
motivation among leaders: achievement, affiliation, and power. These drivers heavily
influence leaders’ behaviors at conscious and unconscious levels.
Personality Shadows
This term refers to productive or counterproductive behaviors that leaders exhibit
in a reactionary manner when faced with high-stress levels. These are Fear of Failure,
Fear of Rejection, or Fear of Betrayal (Sparks, 2019).
Reaction to Stress
This term refers to how a leader responds to stress which, without a sense of selfawareness, triggers their personality shadow.
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Self-Actualized Leader
This term refers to a highly self-aware and resilient leader who successfully
engages followers in collaborative efforts to achieve team goals. A self-actualized leader
is likely to approach stressful situations in a calm and collected manner marked by
conscious decision making that is more productive for themselves and the team.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
Many businesses and organizations in the United States need practices aimed at
overcoming the challenges of high employee turnover, low productivity, low employee
engagement, depressed morale, poor execution, and, ultimately, missed opportunities for
growth. To that end, this literature review includes background information about the
study problem and the need for an increased prevalence of teams operating within a
Dynamic culture. A review of group culture and performance commences explaining
Bion’s (1961) theoretical framework and his Theory of Basic Assumption Groups. The
following section includes a review of Maslow’s (1943) original concept of selfactualization and how it contributed to his later work that stated the highest form of selfactualization moves from focusing on oneself to concentrating on others’ well-being.
Next, the literature review includes reviews of specific aspects of a leader’s
personality that can impact his/her self-actualization, including personality shadows,
motivation, and self-awareness. The chapter then focuses on areas of team functioning,
including team performance, team development, and group culture. Next, the chapter
reviews studies about the impact of leadership on team culture and performance,
including transformative and servant leadership, resiliency, and follower well-being. The
literature review concludes with a synthesis of study findings and a listing of the study’s
research questions.
The primary objective of this study was to collect and analyze descriptive and
inferential data. To examine the impact that self-actualized leaders may have on group
culture and team performance, several related core constructs, including leadership styles,
motivation, resiliency, and follower well-being, served as literature review topics.
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Searches were completed using the Nova Southeastern University Libraries and Google
Scholar webpages. Through the Alvin Sherman Library page, searches were conducted
via the following databases: Dissertations, Psychology and Behavioral Sciences (APA
PsycInfo, PsycINFO), Education (ERIC and Education Source), and Business (Business
Source Premier). Searches in these databases included the following key terms:
leadership, leadership styles, self-actualization, motivation; group Dynamics, selfawareness, emotional intelligence, leadership effectiveness, effective leadership,
transformative leadership, accountability, resiliency, servant based leadership, team
development, team performance, high performance, high performing teams, concern for
others, and communication. The following section provides a theoretical perspective for
the study.
Theoretical Perspective
This research study, exploring the problem of low (poor) performing groups, is
grounded in the Theory of Basic Assumption Groups. Wilfred Bion originally developed
this theory during WWII and later gained prominence in 1961 when he published
Experiences in Groups. Bion’s theory was primarily used to study group culture and
Dynamics. Experiences in Groups has been described as “a landmark in thought and
conceptualization of the unconscious functioning of human beings in groups” (Lawrence
et al., 1996, p. 28). Bion believed that being part of a group aligns with the essence of
what human beings need and is critical to living a full life (Sparks, 2019). Bion stated that
a group or a team’s defining characteristic is a shared common mental set, marked by a
set of challenges, mental processes, and activities (Talamo, 1997). Over the last half
century, Bion’s work has been influential in developing academic and applied approaches
to research, consultancy, executive coaching, group work, management, and leadership
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development (French & Simpson, 2010). Clearly, Bion’s work has had a lasting impact.
Bion’s work has contributed to the lasting impact and evolution of management
studies, examining the impact of group relations and systems psychodynamics (French &
Simpson 2010). The theory of Basic Assumption Groups postulates that defined groups
(approximately three to 14 members) develop a set of shared beliefs that serve as the
basis of their culture. Bion theorized that groups construct and establish rituals,
behavioral norms, and status structures, leading to identifiable behavior patterns. As a
result, group culture goes beyond the individuality make of its members. Bion described
the group’s culture as the group’s underlying assumptions and emotionality, which
manifested two modes of behavior operating simultaneously: collective conscious
behavior and unconscious basic assumption behavior (Sparks, 2019). Culture is a critical
driver of team expectations and beliefs among all members. Furthermore, culture
essentially represents what a team believes, values, and does consistently (Gordon, 2018).
It is the manifestation of how a team communicates, interacts, and works together.
A positive culture will empower and enable teams to learn and grow, providing all
members with the opportunity to do their best work. Although leaders heavily influence a
team’s culture, all team members assume both formal and informal roles that contribute
to the team’s culture. Shifting the behavior or culture of a team may feel like a daunting
task for leaders, but, in actuality can be accomplished with careful and intentional
behavior (Allas & Schaninger, 2020). For example, a toxic culture will require the
highest degree of effort. However, when trying to change a culture, the fundamental
elements needed are similar to those in other human interactions or relationships: trust,
encouragement, empathy, and effective communication (Allas & Schaninger, 2020). The
team’s current state will impact the level of effort needed to make positive changes.
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The group’s conscious work behavior is grounded in reality translating to group
behavior being appropriately recognized and managed according to the presenting
challenge or at hand. Conversely, the unconscious basic assumption group behavior is
marked by irrational fears and the group members’ unconscious emotional needs. As
Sparks (2019) explained, these fears and needs manifestations are known as Basic
Assumption States, and there are three types of: Fight or Flight, Pairing, and
Dependency. Each type creates a specific group culture: Detached, Dramatic, Dependent,
and Dynamic. A critical assumption for this study in using Bion’s framework is that
groups do not develop in linear sequential stages (Sparks, 2002). As a result, a group’s
culture may change in a nonprogressive or sequential manner.
Recent literature on management theory supports Bion’s work. For example,
research confirms that engagement soars when team members have a sense of purpose
and understand how they contribute to a shared vision (Gordon, 2018). Research also
reveals that workers are not driven solely by personal considerations but are often driven
by the group’s goals and beliefs (Donze & Gunnes, 2018). Findings such as these have
led some authors to suggest that firms should lead to a concerted effort to encourage
organizations to influence how their employees value and internalize group-based goals
(Donze & Gunnes, 2018). These findings have led more to embrace the application of
self-actualization theory to the workforce.
Self-Actualization
Abraham Maslow first introduced his Self-Actualization Theory in 1943. Since
then, ample research has supported the premise that self-actualization essentially
represents the internal drive to reach one’s potential (Sparks, 2002; Sparks & Repede,
2016). Maslow described self-actualization as the “desire to accomplish everything that
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one can, to become the most that one can be” (Maslow, 1943, p. 15). The concept of selfactualization is critical to the premise that individuals have the freedom to respond to a
given situation in the way they choose (Frankl, 2011). Pursuing self-actualization is the
key to authentic and transformational leadership (Klenke 2007; Rothstein & Burke,
2010). Research has shown that leaders regarded as self-actualized are more adept at
dealing with uncertainty and stressful challenges (Sparks & Repede, 2016).
For this study, self-actualization will refer to the ALP instrument’s framework. A
higher self-actualization score indicates that the individual and the group are less reactive
when confronted with a stressful situation. This means individuals/teams with higher selfactualization levels are more likely to approach stressful situations calmly and in a
collected manner marked by conscious decision-making that is more productive for
themselves and the team. The Sparks and Repede (2016) Principal Components Factor
Analysis study was designed to determine support for the validity and reliability of the
ALP. Data were collected over 6 months from 611 surveyed participants. Results
revealed that self-actualization was a unique motive need and acted as a modifier for
McClelland’s (1971) three primary motivations: achievement, affiliation, and power.
High self-actualization appears to be beneficial to leaders and teams.
Maslow (1943) and Jung (2014) made significant contributions to psychology and
education through their self-actualization theories. However, this does not mean the
researchers have been immune to criticism and skepticism (Kaur, 2013). Criticism has
included concerns that the concepts are too vague, leave too much to individual
interpretation, and lack sufficient empirical supporting evidence (Pearson & Podeschi,
1999). In addition, skepticism has been expressed towards the appropriateness of
applying the concept of self-actualization to the workplace (Kaur, 2013). Clearly, there is
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a mixed collection of reviews towards the concept of self-actualization.
Still, self-actualization has been shown to play a critical role in servant-based and
transformational leadership (Perkins, 2016; Privette, 2001; Rothstein & Burke, 2010).
Facilitating the attainment of self-actualization among leaders may benefit teams or
followers related to engagement and performance. Research has shown that leaders
regarded as self-actualized are more adept at dealing with uncertainty and stressful
challenges (Perkins, 2016; Privette, 2001; Sparks & Repede, 2016). Further, the degree of
self-actualization has been shown to influence leadership effectiveness (Sparks, 2002;
Sparks & Repede, 2016).
Self-actualization has been described as the most widely recognized content
theory of motivation and one of the most important and enduring (Greene & Burke,
2007). Over the last 75 years, many research papers have supported the premise that selfactualization is an individual’s internal drive to reach their potential (Sparks & Repede,
2016). Maslow’s use of the term self-actualization is often viewed as having an inner
focus, i.e., differentiation of self, psychological integration, or achieving some level of
personal potential. The ultimate goal is to better the self. However, a closer examination
of the concept as Maslow further developed it later in his life suggests that people must
move from focusing on the self to focusing on others to achieve peak experience (Greene
& Burke, 2007).
Lastly, the theory of logotherapy suggests that individuals are motivated to seek
meaning in their life, further bolstering the concept of self-actualization (Wong & Fry,
2013). Increased self-actualization among business leaders has been linked with
improved leader efficiency and productivity. The findings of Sparks and Repede (2016)
supported the premise that self-actualization levels can be quantitatively determined by
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measuring the intensity of basic needs that drive motivation, along with the participant’s
level of reactivity. Reactivity behavior has a long history of being unproductive
(Goleman & Boyatzis, 2017; Sahi, 2017). Clearly, it would behoove leaders to move
beyond being reactive.
Personality Shadows
Jung’s Shadow Theory stated that all individuals exhibit unproductive behaviors
in addition to those that are productive. Jung identified these counterproductive behaviors
as shadows. According to Jung’s Shadow Theory, the more self-actualized an individual
is, the greater likelihood their behavior will be productive or driven by a sense of
abundance and strength rather than scarcity and fear, in other words, shadows (Jung,
2014). For example, individuals who react to a presenting situation with the shadows of
anger or fear prevent themselves from making a conscious choice to follow a more
productive action course.
The term shadow suggests that human behavior can be dark and unproductive
(Stevens, 2006). Without self-awareness, the individual is vulnerable to instinctively
exhibiting darker, less productive behaviors (Dirkx, 1998). Part of the process in
recognizing one’s shadow behaviors is to identify the triggers that are likely to illicit
shadow behaviors if unchecked. The fundamental challenge stemming from these
shadows is for individuals (e.g., leaders) to recognize their shadows and the impact they
can have on themselves and others, or followers (Sparks & Repede, 2016; Stevens,
2006). Personality shadows can be problematic when unchecked.
Research has examined the role of self-actualization on leadership as a barometer
of resiliency and a moderator for an individual’s leadership shadows pertaining to
Maslow and Jung’s work (Sparks, 2002; Sparks & Repede, 2016). Understanding one’s
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thoughts and negative beliefs that can trigger unproductive behaviors provide a pathway
for gaining control over leadership shadows (Sparks, 2019). Knowledge of leadership
best practices can also be valuable to help leaders effectively manage stressful situations
and avoid being driven by their shadow impulses.
The ALP identifies specific shadows most associated with each of the motivation
drives. Achievement is the shadow associated with fear of failure. Achievers typically
seek perfection. As a result, they can be plagued by irrational thoughts of inadequacy and
the need to be perfect all the time. This can lead to shadow behaviors such as being
overly critical and micromanaging others, taking on too much work, and becoming
obsessive, leaving Achievers feeling shame and frustration (Sparks, 2019). The shadows
for Achievers can be deleterious when unchecked.
Affiliation is shadowed by a fear of rejection. Affirmers typically seek
connections and approval from others. As a result, they can be plagued by irrational
thoughts of insecurity and the need to belong. This can lead to shadow behaviors such as
being overly accommodating and letting others take advantage of them. They often
ignore their own needs and stay in unhealthy relationships, all of which can leave
Affirmers feeling insignificant and weak.
Those motivated by Power (Asserters) will have the fear of betrayal shadow.
Asserters typically seek control and authority. However, they can be plagued by irrational
thoughts of always having to be in charge and always right, making it challenging to trust
others to get the job done. This can lead to shadow behaviors such as constantly
maneuvering for more authority, rarely letting their guard down, and rarely if ever,
showing humility, all of which leave Asserters skeptical of others and feeling a sense of
misplaced arrogance. Being aware of shadow behaviors can help leaders avoid
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unproductive tendencies. However, leaders must also know what behaviors are conducive
to high performance.
A meta-analysis by Morgeson et al. (2010) identified 15 Dynamic leadership
practices designed to help teams accomplish their goals. This study sought to extrapolate
research-supported leadership practices from a comprehensive literature review. The
results indicated that a Dynamic view of team leadership proved to be most promising by
leveraging past research and identifying several bright future research areas to help
leaders learn how to manage their unproductive behaviors more effectively. One critical
Dynamic leadership practice identified was the challenge of motivating employees.
Motivation has long been a focus of literature.
Motivation
McClelland (1971) built upon Maslow’s motivation concept and suggested three
distinct needs that drive motivation: the need for Achievement, Affiliation, and Power.
An essential distinction of McClelland’s theory of motivation that differed from
Maslow’s was that individuals could have multiple and simultaneous motivation drives
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988). McClelland’s Acquired Theory of Motivation allowed for
more precise and more measurable views of motivation in the workplace (Sparks &
Repede, 2016; Steers et al., 2004). McClelland’s concept of motivation can be applied at
both the individual and organizational levels, providing information to organizations that
may help them better understand how to improve their performance (Steers et al., 2004).
By understanding a leader’s motivation drives, the likelihood of having a high
performing team appears to increase.
Achievement can best be described in the context of competition, led by the drive
for accomplishment, competence, and success (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Sparks &
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Repede, 2016). According to Sparks (2019), Achievers primarily focus on displaying
expertise and competence. They are often viewed as detail oriented, disciplined, focused,
and highly organized. Furthermore, Achievers tend to be efficient rule followers who
desire consistency and stability. When their fear of failure is triggered, Achievers are
prone to becoming narrow-minded and Micro-managers, often suffocating their teams or
followers (Sparks, 2019).
The second of McClelland’s motivations, affiliation, focuses on relationships and
building connections with others. The drive for affiliation is led by the need for harmony
and a sense of belonging (McClelland, 1987; Sparks & Repede, 2016). Affirmers tend to
present themselves in a warm and friendly manner (Sparks, 2019). The bulk of their
leadership focus is on interpersonal relationships rather than outcomes and results. These
leaders need to make meaningful connections with their followers, teams and feel their
followers accept them. According to Sparks (2019), Affirmers are loyal, trusting, and
empathetic. However, when their shadow is triggered by stress, their fear of rejection
leads them to become over accommodating, indecisive, and conflict-avoidant. As a result,
followers and teams are often able to manipulate and take advantage of Affirmers
(Sparks, 2019). Clearly an unregulated need for affiliation can derail a leader’s
effectiveness.
The third of McClelland’s motivations, power, represents the primary drive for
control and results (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; McClelland, 1971). Asserters are leaders
driven by power. They are often described as “natural leaders” who challenge the status
quo and are impassioned at driving results via control and authority (Sparks & Repede,
2016). Asserters are typically described as being candid, decisive, and risk-takers. When
faced with a high level of stress, their shadow of fear of betrayal tends to manifest itself,

19
causing these leaders to act in an autocratic manner. According to Sparks (2019), at their
worst, Asserters are prone to become controlling or condescending and will intimidate
their followers to get their way. Overall, it is essential to note that these three different
sources of motivation are not hierarchical. They represent three comparable sources of
motivation that can help a leader be effective. However, each of the three motivations
brings a unique set of shadows that can undercut each of the three motivations’ attributes.
A recent study by Al-Bahri and Othman (2019) examined the impact of leadership
in increasing the motivation and productivity of employees. Data were collected from a
robust sample of 607 subjects organized into 161 teams, 84 laboratory teams, and 77
organizational field teams. In developing and test a theoretical model of their design the
researchers found several motivational factors contributing to positive work culture.
These included teamwork, respect, and trust, all of which effective leadership can
improve. This study’s results support emerging research over the last decade postulating
that today’s influential leaders can motivate followers by promoting a positive work
environment and culture that embraces challenges and recognizes achievements (Alston,
2009; Gregersen et al., 2014). Hence, leaders need to be self-aware of how their actions
can affect their team’s motivation.
Self-Awareness
Self-awareness is regarded as one of the pillars of effective leadership (Ashley &
Reiter-Palmon, 2012; Burjek, 2016; Showry & Manasa, 2014). Leadership surveys
administered to well-respected business leaders and top-rated business schools such as
Harvard, Dartmouth, and the University of Chicago collectively regarded self-awareness
as a critical aspect of leadership development (Showry & Manasa, 2014). Self-awareness
helps leaders be open to new learning and better understand their strengths and
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weaknesses. Self-awareness also allows leaders to recognize what causes stress and
anxiety, so as not to pass these negative experiences to their followers and perpetuate
non-productive cycles (Showry & Manasa, 2014).
Individuals in the workplace should be cognizant of their productive behaviors
and weaknesses or shadow behaviors (Ashley & Reiter-Palmon, 2012; Brusman, 2014;
Burjek, 2016). This self-awareness can help individuals, including leaders and team
members, recognize how their shadows can be detrimental to their success (Sparks,
2019). For example, suppose leaders react to a presenting situation with the shadows of
anger or fear. In that case, they are likely to prevent themselves from making a conscious
choice to follow a more productive action course (Sparks, 2019). Leaders should strive to
make decisions in a proactive and deliberate manner as often as possible.
A quantitative study by Bratton et al. (2011) examined the impact of emotional
intelligence elements, notably self-awareness, on performance using survey data gathered
from a matched sample of 146 managers and 1,314 subordinates at a large international
technology company based in North America. Results revealed a negative relationship
between emotional intelligence level and leader performance for managers with low selfawareness. The results contribute to our understanding of leaders’ emotional intelligence
and the self-awareness of their followers. After all, as Perkins (2016) observed, effective
leadership can allow followers to be more productive and engaged, which can ultimately
improve team performance.
Team Performance
According to Bion (1961), Dynamic teams have high levels of the following
variables: communication, participation, trust, conflict management, and clarity of
purpose. Bion contended that the level to which each of these variables is present
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ultimately defines the group’s culture, which drives performance. However, a critical
challenge with having a specific definition of team performance is that performance can
be highly contextual. As a result, using objective measures, such as a team achieving
their assigned goals or outcomes, works best when those goals and outcomes are
achievable. A team working through a disaster may need to change its goals and
expectations. Even though the team may fail to meet its original goals, it still could be
regarded as Dynamic because it exceeded expectations when considering the context.
A team’s ability to maintain its culture in the face of adversity will often dictate
its success (Bion, 1961; Sparks, 2019). This finding was later supported by Wilkinson’s
(2019) meta-analysis on team performance that revealed several emotion-based themes
among high-performing teams: higher collective efficacy, or confidence that they will
succeed; higher levels of psychological safety; greater ability to be flexible and adapt to
changing situations quickly; greater cohesiveness and alignment; higher levels of
participation and proactivity; and greater levels of compliance.
Team performance is based on internal factors such as the group’s behavior,
underlying assumptions of members, and attitude towards teamwork and external factors
such as the leader’s efficacy, all of which contribute to the team’s culture (Sparks &
Repede, 2016). Research reveals that team performance improves when teams develop an
ongoing supportive, candid, and productive culture (Kirchhubel, 2010; Sparks & Repede,
2016). Furthermore, team performance improves cooperation among followers when
working towards shared goals and missions (Kirchhubel, 2010). Effective followership
supports team performance by encouraging followers to be responsible for their behavior,
exceed minimum performance expectations, and be open to new challenges (Baker et al.,
2011).
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There is evidence also that well-designed peer evaluation systems can further
enhance individual performance to an extent (Brutus & Donia, 2010). A study by
Tavoletti et al. (2019) examined the effect of peer evaluations on team-level effort,
productivity, motivation, and overall team performance via 895 multicultural and
transnational global virtual teams composed of 5,852 university students from 130
different countries, The researchers used a quasi-experiment and a regression analysis of
variance to test the study hypotheses. Findings included evidence that individual
performance does not necessarily translate to an enhanced group or team performance,
suggesting peer evaluation systems may be limited in their impact.
Additionally, Tavoletti et al.’s (2019) findings revealed that peer evaluations did
not improve team performance and, in fact, reduced team motivation. Instead, increasing
individual, peer-based monitoring negatively affected an individual’s feelings for the
team. The results of this study suggest that peer monitoring may lead to more
opportunistic behavior among individuals that detract from team performance. As a
result, it does not appear to be the best option to increase team performance. Instead, we
can postulate that the team leader is essential in facilitating team development and group
culture.
From the literature, we can be confident that leaders and their leadership styles
play a critical role in team performance. Furthermore, the literature informs us that
effective leaders have the potential to facilitate team development and group culture
(Curtis & O’Connell, 2011). Leaders who value and encourage empowerment and
collaboration can minimize resistance to establish culture change.
Team Development and Group Culture
An important distinction between a working group and a team is that a working
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group consists of individuals who can carry out their assigned tasks without depending on
other group members (Carr, 2003). In contrast, a team is comprised of interdependent
individuals, and their assigned tasks are highly coordinated with each other. Team
members are reliant upon others to do their job effectively. Although each team member
has a specific role, all members work towards a common goal (Katzenbach & Smith,
1993). Research has shown that a team’s capacity for working towards common goals
can be over 30 times greater than a working group. Ultimately, a team’s capacity is
greater than the sum of its parts (Carr, 2003).
Teams are structurally different from working groups, but they are also
psychologically different. Tuckman and Jensen (1977) postulated that groups develop in
the following sequence: forming, storming, norming, and performing. Tuckman’s
sequence is widely cited as a theory of group development. Tuckman’s Sequence concept
is based on the premise that groups develop linear, sequential, and predictable patterns.
This concept is inconsistent with the belief that team development and group culture are
Dynamic and non-sequential. However, Tuckman’s premise that the amount of time a
group of individuals spends together as a team impacts their performance capacity and
culture is supported by ample research.
For Katzenbach and Smith (1993), another distinctive characteristic of teams is
the high degree of commitment members have towards each other. This high level of
commitment towards one another helps all members professionally and personally. These
interpersonal commitments have been linked with a greater sense of team trust and
mutual concern for one another. The authors introduced the team performance curve
framework over 20 years ago to capture teams’ development over time. In this
framework, to truly become a team, group members must take a leap of faith to
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accomplish more than functioning as a group of individuals.
As individuals develop into a team, they engage in more discussions, debates, and
decisions, increasing their potential for higher performance. Over time, the development
course includes the following stages: working group, pseudo team, potential team, and
lastly, a real team. Real teams are marked by “all members being deeply committed to a
common purpose, goals, a working approach for which they hold themselves
accountable” (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993, p. 89). A high-performance team meets the
actual team’s conditions and has an additional defining characteristic of “members who
are also deeply committed to one another’s personal growth and success” (Katzenbach &
Smith, 1993, p. 90). Hence, a high-performance team is defined more by its culture rather
than its output.
Group culture highly represents the group’s attitude, influencing performance.
Bion (1961) stated that Group Culture emerges from the Dynamic relationship and
interaction between the group’s conscious pursuit of assigned tasks and unconscious
assumptions (Sparks, 2002; Sparks & Repede, 2016). Bion further stated that group
culture stems from the conflict between individual desires and the group mentality (Kets
de Vries & Miller, 1984). Just as individuals have different personalities, groups have
unique cultures. Furthermore, group cultures influence the effectiveness of the group. The
GCP, based on the works of Bion and Harvey, refers to four distinct and recognizable
patterns of behavior in group cultures: Detached, Dramatic, Dependent, and Dynamic.
The least effective is the Detached culture (Sparks, 2002). The Detached group’s
underlying emotions are predominantly anger, fear, and apathy. Members express their
frustration through covert acts that allow them to withdraw from the group. Overall,
Detached groups have minimal interest in getting the job done. They tend to drift off task,
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compromising their participation. Detached group members may even be hostile towards
one another at times.
The Dramatic culture marks a higher development level than the Detached
culture; however, it is considered low. Dramatic culture may project a seemingly warm
and supportive atmosphere, but this warmth is typically a façade rather than a genuine
reflection of the group. This group culture features emotions that include hope, faith, and,
ultimately, despair. Group members engage in excessive idealism and unrealistic hope for
the future (Sparks, 2019). The norm of politeness is paramount in this culture as members
overly focus on not hurting anyone’s feelings.
Next, the Dependent culture represents a mid-stage of group development. The
underlying assumptions of group members in this culture are helplessness and fear.
Members often act immaturely and rely excessively on the leader, rules, or tradition for
guidance (Sparks, 2019). Members lack critical judgment and often avoid taking
responsibility for their actions or decisions.
Finally, the Dynamic culture represents the highest level of group development.
While there are emotions in the Dynamic group, they do not dominate the group’s
functioning. Instead, the group is rational, realistic, responsible, and mature. Members are
actively engaged, communicate honestly and directly, and express diverse opinions
openly (Sparks, 2019). The Dynamic group is productive due to high participation and
effectiveness at facilitating learning, synergy, and member satisfaction. Although the
members of Dynamic groups are typically realistic, engaged, passionate, and
collaborative, conflict is still present. Yet conflict management is marked by collegial
candor, where group members communicate freely with one another. Team members
trust one another, hence are comfortable openly sharing their thoughts and opinions with
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other members. This active dialogue and communication facilitate collective efforts
beyond the status quo by taking informed risks (Sparks, 2019). Furthermore, adding to
the high capacity of the Dynamic culture is the clarity of purpose among all team
members.
The next logical step related to studying culture in the context of Bion’s
framework was to determine if culture could be quantitatively measured. Sparks (2002)
designed an attitude assessment scale to measure group culture by examining the group
mentality. A study consisting of three statistical analyses, a Q correlational matrix,
Principal Components Factor Analysis, and Cronbach’s alpha determined if the attitude
assessment scale could measure group culture. This study aimed to define group culture
and other critical elements of this construct. In addition, specific cognitive, emotional,
and behavioral aspects of group culture in measurement items were assessed regarding
their validity concerning Bion’s group Dynamics framework. The study included 232
respondents coming from various formal organizational settings who completed the 74item survey. Statistical results included statistically significant reliability coefficients and
high alphas that confirmed Group Culture, as defined by Bion, could be measured by an
attitude assessment scale.
In summary, Dynamic group cultures are marked by high levels of engagement
and passion. Members trust one another, value creativity, and hold each other to a high
level of accountability. The primary driving assumption of Dynamic groups is that people
can be trusted, and the world is full of abundance (Sparks, 2019). All the group cultures
are not locked in stone and may change when a group’s task, membership, or leader
changes. This may be why more successful organizations invest in developmental
training to improve effective leadership (Clay, 2015; Loftus, 2015). Many workplace
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challenges seen today may be reduced, and team performance may improve, through
emotional intelligence-based leadership styles such as transformative and servant-based
leadership.
Transformative and Servant-Based Leadership
Transformative leadership styles positively impact employees’ productivity and
commitment (Arnold, 2017; Aun et al., 2019). Transformative and servant-based leaders
can facilitate growth and development, leading to emotional fulfillment among those they
lead (Boyatzis et al., 2015). A review of empirical papers published between January
1980 and December 2015 revealed 40 papers that supported the hypothesis that
transformative leadership predicts employee well-being (Arnold, 2017). Transformative
leaders are viewed as being positive role models by their followers. They are regarded as
inspiring, effective communicators, having a positive vision, and high expectations. They
are also seen as being open-minded, flexible, and encouraging others to be creative.
Finally, transformative leaders spend ample time coaching and facilitating professional
development among their employees. Transformative leaders are viewed as genuinely
caring about their employees which contributes to their proficiency.
Having a more conscious awareness regarding leadership impact on others ties to
servant-based leadership as well. Organizations would benefit from their leaders having a
cultivated sense of the self and prioritizing their followers’ development (Gambrell et al.,
2011). Robert Greenlead first introduced the concept of servant-based leadership in 1970.
In the context of servant leadership, the leader is primarily focused on service towards
his/her followers. Servant leaders are people-centered and prioritize the holistic
development of their followers (Barbuto et al., 2014). As a result, followers are focused
on their assigned tasks and are motivated to work harder (Tschohl, 2014).
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Furthermore, servant leaders are driven to bring out the best in their followers
through selfless leadership (Tschohl, 2014). Servant leadership aligns with the qualities
and attributes associated with the highest form of self-actualization, namely a genuine
concern for helping others reach their fullest potential. Unfortunately, even though there
has been a concerted effort in recent years to proliferate servant-based leadership through
various outlets such as the curricula at business schools, executive training courses, and
leadership development programs, servant-based leadership remains rare (Allas &
Schaninger, 2020). Many leaders rise to their position despite being self-centered,
manipulative, and arrogant (Allas & Schaninger, 2020; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013).
Aun et al.’s (2019) study included a sample size of 286 designed to examine the
impact of leadership style on employee performance. Hypotheses were tested using
Ordinary Least Square regression method at 0.05 alpha level of significance. Findings
revealed a positive and significant effect of leadership styles on employees’ performance.
These results provide additional evidence to the literature supporting the premise that a
positive leadership style relates to employee performance. Unfortunately, many leaders
may not be capable of, or interested in, improving employee performance through a
servant-based leadership style. Research reveals that only one in 10 people demonstrate
emotional intelligence and motivation to create trusting relationships marked by
transparency and open communication (Beck & Harter, 2014). In addition, even when
leaders recognize that prioritizing their followers’ emotional and professional
development is the right thing to do, it is often difficult to resist following a more
traditional authoritative leadership style (Allas & Schaninger, 2020).
Interestingly, research has shown an absence of positive performance effects (or
even adverse performance effects) for the impact of prior leadership experience on post-
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succession performance. A study by Hamori and Koyuncu (2015) was designed to
examine if previous job experience predicted subsequent success when transitioning to a
new company in a similar role. Completed surveys were collected from 500 chief
executive officers from the largest 500 publicly held companies that trade on the NYSE
or NASDAQ. Demographic information was obtained on each corporation from the Orbis
and Compustat databases. To measure positive company performance, the postsuccession firm performance was calculated by summing the standardized values of
industry-adjusted return on assets and industry-adjusted return on sales for 3 years
(average value) following the succession. Their findings appear to directly conflict with
the conventional wisdom that a leadership role’s prior experience should hone leadership
skills, leading to positive outcomes. Thus, instead of emphasizing previous experience
when hiring a leader, organizations may be better served to emphasize personality traits
such as empathy, concern for others, and resiliency.
Resiliency and Follower Well-Being
In recent years, the field of resiliency has expanded as research on specific
strategies to improve resiliency and sustained perseverance has emerged. Duckworth
(2016) described resiliency, or grit, as the combination of passion and perseverance. A
closer review of the literature in organizational behavior reveals two different salient
perspectives on the meaning of organizational resilience. One view is that organizational
resilience helps firms rebound from unexpected, stressful, or adverse situations and move
forward with their original plan of action (Balu, 2001). The second perspective focuses
on developing new capabilities and keeping pace with shifting organizational priorities,
creating new opportunities when feasible (Coutu, 2002). A common thread among the
resiliency research is that a capacity for resilience can be developed and managed
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(Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). For this study’s purposes, resiliency will be regarded as an
attitude and mindset contributing to follower well-being.
A cursory review of the research on follower well-being can be described as
somewhat scattered and underwhelming. For example, a widely accepted premise is that
leadership behavior impacts follower performance (Clifton & Harter, 2019; Gallup, 2020;
Gregersen et al., 2014). There has been ample research that has confirmed the
relationship between leadership and follower well-being (Gregersen et al., 2014). Despite
this information, most people still underestimate how their job and career influence their
well-being. In fact, minimal research has looked at identifying leaders who are likely to
subscribe to a follower-centered leadership style that promotes follower well-being
(Barbuto et al., 2014). Leaders who possess ample self-awareness, along with a genuine
concern for others, a dedication to the service of others, and resiliency, are most likely to
reach their highest potential and self-actualize.
Summary of Themes
This literature review about leadership and Dynamic teams reveals several salient
themes. A prominent theme is that team performance can be improved. However, the
practices used to cultivate Dynamic teams are often underwhelming. For example,
attempts to measure individual contributions may damage the essence of organizational
advantages created through cooperative activities, relying on a suspension of internal
competition to achieve a shared purpose (Ghoshal & Moran, 1996; Moran & Ghoshal,
1996).
Second, there also appears to be a dearth of research that focuses on the concept
of self-actualized teams. In addition, minimal attention has been extended towards
examining a relationship between self-actualized leaders and Dynamic culture teams.
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This may represent a missed opportunity towards improving team performance. To
address the scarcity of Dynamic teams or teams with a Dynamic culture, researchers
should consider leveraging constructs such as Dynamic leadership, motivation, resiliency,
and team development within the framework of long-standing behavioral theories such as
Maslow’s Theory of Self-Actualization and Bion’s Theory of Basic Assumption Groups.
Research Questions
This study’s research questions were designed to leverage Maslow’s and Bion’s
work to explore evidence of a relationship between self-actualized leaders and team
culture. Since Bion’s work in the early 1960s, research has revealed that influential
leaders or managers can positively influence group culture to be productive and
successful (Clifton & Harter, 2019; Morgeson et al., 2010; Tavoletti et al., 2019).
According to 80 years of research by Gallup, the single most distinct finding is that 70%
of the variance in team engagement and performance is determined solely by the leader.
However, more than half (51%) of workers merely go through their job motions, barely
meeting minimum position responsibilities. In addition, 16% of employees are flat-out
actively disengaged (Clifton & Harter, 2019). Dwindling resources, increased demands
and expectations and high turnover rates underscore the need for effective leadership and
team management (Humphries & Howard, 2014; Perkins, 2017). This study sought to
add to the literature about how leadership relates to team functioning. The following
research questions were established to guide this applied dissertation:
1. What is the relationship between highly self-actualized leaders and Dynamic
team culture?
2. What is the relationship between the need for Achievement and team culture?
3. What is the relationship between the need for Affiliation and team culture?
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4. What is the relationship between the need for Power and team culture?
5. What is the relationship between a team’s tenure and the self-actualization of
leaders?
6. What is the relationship between a team’s tenure and the team’s culture?
Summary
This chapter covered several key concepts and previous findings via a
comprehensive literature review supporting the justification for this study. The first
section of the chapter included background information about the study’s problem. A
review of group culture and performance commenced with Bion’s theoretical framework
and his Theory of Basic Assumption Groups. The chapter also included a review of
Maslow’s original concept of self-actualization and how it contributed to his later work
that stated the highest form of self-actualization moves from focusing on oneself to
concentrating on others’ well-being. Additional topics covered included the following:
Self-Actualization, Personality Shadows, Motivation, Self-Awareness, Team
Performance, Team Development and Group Culture, Transformative and Servant-Based
Leadership, and Resiliency and Follower Well-Being. Lastly, the chapter concluded with
the study’s research questions. The next chapter describes the study’s methodology.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
The purpose of the study was to determine if there is a relationship between selfactualized leaders and Dynamic team cultures. The current paper’s theoretical
framework, inspired by Bion (1961), examined if the impact of leaders’ self-actualization
marked by self-awareness, motivation, and transformational leadership relates to teams’
culture and effectiveness. Leaders and their teams were studied in the context of
relational patterns that may contribute to our understanding of how leadership influences
team effectiveness or followership performance. Leaders’ primary motivation drive and
self-actualization degree were assessed via the ALP. Team cultures were assessed via the
GCP. This chapter explains the participant sample and sampling procedures, introduces
the instruments used, and provides details regarding data collection for the instruments,
including validity and reliability information. Further, this chapter describes the study’s
data collection and statistical analysis procedures.
Participants
The unit of analysis was at the group level. Specifically, data were collected from
a population of team leaders and individual members from the leaders’ teams. The target
populations of team leaders and team members came from several workplace
organizations that feature intact teams with a team’s designated leader. The organizations
represented different for-profit and nonprofit sectors of the workplace including: law,
finance, retail, pharmaceutics, professional sports, and global marketing. Sampling for
the study was convenience sampling (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019). Participants were
identified because they were willing and available to be studied. Although the
participants came from convenience sampling, the sample provided relevant information
for addressing the study’s research questions.
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Instruments
This study was designed to determine the extent to which a relationship exists
between a leader’s self-actualization and Dynamic group culture. Self-actualization and
group culture were measured using the ALP (see Appendix A) and the GCP (see
Appendix B). This section will explain each instrument before discussing validity and
reliability.
The ALP
The ALP is a 57-item self-report Likert-scale assessment that measures the
leaders’ style based on the intensity of their dominant motive need. The ALP is an
integrated framework combining McClelland’s Acquired Needs Theory and Maslow’s
seminal work in self-actualization. McClelland identified three primary drives of
motivation: Achievement, Affiliation, and Power. The ALP further incorporates a fourth
construct, Maslow’s concept of self-actualization (Sparks & Repede, 2016). The first
portion of the survey measures the four scales: achievement, affiliation, power, and selfactualization. The second section of the instrument asks the respondents to select from a
word pair the most descriptive word for their style at work. The final section measures
nine leadership attributes via 27 survey items (Sparks & Repede, 2016).
The measure of self-actualization is used as a modifying variable to measure the
intensity of the three primary drives of motivation (Sparks & Repede, 2016). The ALP is
designed to provide information on the intensity of an individual’s primary motivation
drive and how reactive they may be under stress. This reaction to stress and the frequency
with which it occurs represent the shadow’s conceptualization identified by Jung
(Stevens, 2006). These shadows in the ALP context represent “the extreme and negative
manifestation of our positive drivers which are based on irrational thoughts, unfounded
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fears, and limiting core beliefs” (Sparks & Repede, 2016, p. 8). When brought forth due
to stress, these shadow behaviors can impact decision-making, behavior, productivity,
and relationships.
In summary, the ALP’s self-actualization measure cuts across the three primary
drives of motivation, with higher self-actualization representing a greater awareness of
one’s strengths and shadows to motivate and empower others (Sparks & Repede, 2016).
The ALP contains nine attributes exhibited by self-actualized leaders that are organized
across three domains:
1. Cognition: How self-actualized leaders think, which involves objective (the
degree to which judgment is based on facts, not personal feelings) hyperfocus (the degree
to which there is a sense of engagement in an intense form of mental concentration), and
optimal time orientation (the degree to which there is a balanced sense of time and living
in the present).
2. Emotion. How self-actualized leaders feel, which involves courage (the degree
to which one is willing to do something frightening), trust (the degree to which one is
willing to maintain a confident expectation in others), and acceptance (the degree to
which one totally and completely accepts themselves).
3. Behavior. What actualized leaders do, which involves candor (the degree to
which one is open, frank, honest, and sincere in one’s communication with others), flow
(the degree to which one is open, frank, honest, and sincere in one’s communication with
others), and solitude (the degree to which one is comfortable being alone).
The ALP is also a unique assessment in that it links leadership effectiveness to group
culture Dynamics and measures how a leader’s style and shadows impact a team’s
culture. Appendix C summarizes the differences in key functioning areas among the three
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leadership styles.
The GCP
The GCP is a valid and reliable 25-item survey designed to measure a group’s
culture based on its underlying emotionality. The instrument contains five survey items
for each of the four scales (Detached, Dramatic, Dependent, and Dynamic) for a total of
20 Likert scale-based items and concludes with one additional open-ended question
asking for additional comments on the group’s performance. The GCP also measures five
Dynamic teams’ dimensions. Participants are asked to allocate up to 10 points for each of
the five dimensions based on the group’s perceived quality. In the GCP, a score of 10 is
considered exceptional or very strong for the given dimension. Conversely, a score of 1 is
considered very low or deficient in the respective area.
The five dimensions include communication, participation, trust, conflict
management, and clarity of purpose. The minimum number of meeting the definition of a
group is three. However, the most critical criterion in determining the group size is
whether it views itself as a team (Sparks, 2019). If not, subgroups or subteams most
likely exist in the larger context, and the GCP should be given separately to each subteam
within the more extensive department, division, or team. The ideal group size for using
the GCP is between three and 24 (Sparks, 2019). When measuring the culture of groups
larger than 24, it is recommended to explore the possibility of creating subgroups based
on task assignments to ensure that unique groups are measured and profiled accurately.
Validity and Reliability of Instruments
The ALP and GCP are both anonymous surveys; the collected datasets do not
contain any identifying information. The ALP and GCP are self-administered
instruments. Self-administered questionnaires are commonly used in research studies like
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the current study. There are several advantages to using a self-administered survey,
including consistency in delivering instructions to all participants and monitoring survey
completion (Fink, 2003). The researcher discussed the study’s purpose with William
Sparks, Ph.D., creator of the ALP and GCP, and obtained permission to use both
instruments to conduct this study. This conversation included the topic of interest and the
study’s scope. Once verbal permission was obtained, a more formal email was sent
requesting use of the assessments (see Appendix D).
The levels of support for reliability and validity are essential characteristics when
selecting and using instruments to collect data (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019).
Instruments are regarded as being reliable when scores are consistent and stable.
Reliability is a necessary condition for validity (Frey et al., 2013). There is robust
supporting evidence for the reliability and validity of the ALP questionnaire (Sparks,
2002, 2019). The critical test of the ALP’s reliability was applied to each of the
components within the instrument via coefficient alpha, known as Cronbach’s alpha.
Results showed a range of .506 to .838, exceeding the recommendation of .40 (Frey et al.,
2013).
Valid instruments have ample supporting evidence that the instrument measures
what it intends to measure. Support for the validity of the ALP was determined via
Principal Components Factor Analysis. This statistical technique transforms an original
set of values into smaller sets of uncorrelated values and identifies the relevant factors
(Dunteman, 1989). This Principal Components Factor Analysis identified the existing
four factors within the ALP via eigenvalues above 1.0 (Sparks & Repede, 2016).
Eigenvalues are identified as the amount of variance by factor and the sum of square
loadings of each variable for that factor, with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 being retained
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(Hinkin, 1998). The four ALP factors of affiliation, achievement, power, and selfactualization scored above 1.0 and were retained.
Content and construct validity have been established for the GCP using Pearson
correlational coefficients (two-tailed tests) and a Principal Components Factor Analysis
for construct validity. Reliability for the GCP was established using Cronbach’s alpha, a
measure of internal consistency for psychometric instruments. Using a Q-sort
methodology also enhanced Cronbach’s alpha based on subject matter expert rankings of
15 by appropriate academics and professionals who were regarded as experts and familiar
with Bion’s work.
Procedures
The procedures section includes three topics. The topics include design, datacollection procedures, and data-analysis procedures.
Design
The two questionnaires used for the study align with the primary research
question: Is there a relationship between self-actualized leaders and Dynamic teams? The
data from the responses to the ALP questionnaire for the leaders were used to identify the
self-actualized subjects. Similarly, data from responses to the GCP questionnaire were
used to identify the Dynamic teams. Participants completed one of the questionnaires
based on their role (team leader or team member). The questionnaires are typically
completed in 20 to 30 minutes.
The current study investigated if there is evidence of a relationship between selfactualized leaders and Dynamic team cultures. The design of this study featured a
correlational approach. Researchers use correlational designs to describe and measure the
relationship degree between two or more variables. The product-moment correlation
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coefficient expresses a correlation as a linear relationship. The correlation design featured
two variables and, as a result, shared common variance or covary together (Creswell &
Guetterman, 2019). This covary allows for predicting the score of one variable with the
knowledge of another variable’s score.
Using Cohen’s (1992) guidelines regarding sample size, the study included 113
participants (15 team leaders and their teams) based on its correlational design. A sample
size of 70 is regarded as sufficient for estimating the characteristics found in a broader
population in the workplace (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019). Data from the ALP
questionnaire for the team leaders identified those who qualified as self-actualized
subjects. Similarly, the GCP questionnaire identified the teams that reflect a Dynamic
team culture.
Using the ALP and GCP questionnaires, the study first included a descriptive
statistics analysis. This helped determine the prevalence of self-actualized leaders from
the sample. In addition, this allowed for determining the prevalence of Dynamic teams
from the sample of subjects. Convenience sampling for participants was used, and,
because both samples for the ALP and GCP were drawn from a population across several
workplaces and among several different types of businesses, this potentially enhanced the
results’ generalizability and robustness.
Data-Collection Procedures
The potential participants (team members and team leaders) were sent an email
from the Principal Investigator describing the study. A Participant Letter for Anonymous
Survey form was included in the email to the potential participants. This letter contained
information about the purpose of the study, a description of the study, the approximate
length of time needed to complete the assessment(s), and that the researcher would have
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access to the results of all assessments. The Participant Letter for Anonymous Survey
form also informed participants about the slight possibility of unforeseeable risk factors
and their right to withdraw from the study at any time. Information was provided about
contacting the researcher, the committee chairperson, and the Institutional Review Board
Chair should any participant have any concerns about the study. The Participant Letter
for Anonymous Survey form further explained that all completed assessments would be
void of any personal background information, ensuring anonymity for all participants.
Separate emails were sent to team leaders and members to recognize their different
roles. All team members had to agree to participate in the study for a team to be included.
In the email containing the Participant Letter for Anonymous Survey Form and
instructions for completing the questionnaire participants found a link to either the ALP
or the GCP, depending on the individual’s role with the team. Participants were asked to
complete the questionnaire within a specific time frame, two weeks. As the deadline for
submission approached, when necessary, two reminder emails (three to five days
remaining, one day remaining) were sent to participants to encourage completing and
submitting their completed questionnaire.
Upon submitting the completed questionnaire, all subjects received a verification
email. All subjects were told that although individual results will not be shared, they can
contact the PI via email in January 2022 for a brief report of the general findings in the
study. All submitted questionnaires were coded using numbers, so participants remained
anonymous, but allowing for leader and team questionnaires to be appropriately paired.
Data-Analysis Procedures
This study employed a descriptive correlational design to answer Research
Questions 1 to 4. Descriptive research describes the characteristics of the population or
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phenomenon being studied. It does not answer questions about how, when, or why the
characteristics occurred; instead, it addresses a what question. The aim and objectives of
this study were based on determining if self-actualization among leaders was related to
the culture of the teams they manage. Hence, a quantitative-based research approach was
used for this study. Data was collected via two questionnaires, distributed, completed,
and collected electronically. Data from the responses to the questionnaires were analyzed
using correlational statistics. As a statistical measure, correlation expresses the extent to
which two variables are related.
This cross-sectional descriptive correlational study featured collected data from a
convenience sample of 15 leaders and 98 team members using the separate self-report
questionnaires (ALP and GCP). Frequency distributions were used to present leader and
team data as part of Research Question 2. To provide the leaders’ primary motivation
drive and estimate their level of self-actualization, item, and complete instrument ranges,
means, and standard deviations were computed. To describe team members’ perception
of their collective culture, means and standard deviations were computed for the four
cultures (Detached, Dependent, Dramatic and Dynamic).
Data were entered into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences Statistics,
Version 24, to conduct correlation test analyses of data for Research Questions 1 to 4. In
correlation tests, ranges between 1 and -1 are represented. Numbers falling between 0 and
1 will indicate a positive linear relationship, whereas numbers ranging from 0 to -1 will
indicate a negative relationship. Correlation tests were run on the ALP Self-Actualization
scores for the leaders against the GCP of the team they oversee. Using the Pearson
correlation, results were examined to determine if there is evidence of a positive
relationship between higher Self-Actualization scores and Dynamic Group Culture
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scores. To address Research Questions 3 and 4, the duration of how long the team has
been intact against self-actualized leaders and Dynamic Group Culture also was
examined using the Pearson correlation. Results were examined to determine if there is
evidence of a positive relationship between higher team duration and Self-Actualization
scores among all leaders and Dynamic Group Culture scores.
Data were reported in a correlation matrix (see Appendix E). Scatter plots were
also used to present the two variables in a graphic image to visually represent the two
scores. In addition, scatter plots allowed the researcher to identify the association
between Self-Actualization and Dynamic Group Culture scores. This plot provided
helpful information regarding the form of the association, specifically, in determining if
the relationship was linear and the direction of the relationship, such as one score
increases, the other score also increases (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019. A correlation
matrix presented a visual display of the correlation coefficients for the variables in the
study. The Self-Actualization and Dynamic Group Culture scores were listed in
horizontal and vertical columns in the matrix. Asterisks indicate whether the coefficient
statistics are statistically significantly correlated with p < .05 and p < .01 levels. The
charts in Appendix E provide a breakdown to demonstrate how the analysis addressed the
research questions. Using these charts helped the researcher determine if there was
evidence of a relationship between Self-Actualized Leader scores and Dynamic Group
Culture and how a leader’s primary motivation drive influences group culture.
Summary
This chapter presented the quantitative methodology for this study. All study
participants voluntarily came from a convenience sample. Data for the study were
collected from a population of team leaders and individual members from the leaders’
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teams using the ALP and GCP. The supporting reliability and validity evidence for both
instruments was discussed. Details about the study’s design, data collection, and data
analysis components were also provided to enhance the reader’s understanding of the
results presented next.
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Chapter 4: Results
This study was designed to determine the possible relationship between a team
leader’s self-actualization and the team’s Dynamic Group Culture. A widely accepted
premise is that leadership behavior impacts follower performance (Clifton & Harter,
2019; Gallup, 2020; Gregersen et al., 2014). There has been ample research confirming
the relationship between leadership and follower well-being (Gregersen et al., 2014).

Despite this information, most people still underestimate how their job and career
influence their well-being. In fact, minimal research has sought to identify leaders who
are likely to subscribe to a follower-centered leadership style that promotes follower
well-being (Barbuto et al., 2014).
Yet, leaders who possess ample self-awareness, along with a genuine concern for
others and a dedication to the service of others, and resiliency, are most likely to reach
their highest potential and or to be self-actualized. This study explored team leader selfactualization and its impact on groups using the ALP and the GCP instruments. The study
ran correlation tests on the leaders’ ALP Self-Actualization scores against the Dynamic
Culture Profile of the team they oversee. This chapter provides demographic information
followed by details on how the study results were examined to determine if there is
evidence of a positive relationship between higher Self-Actualization scores and
Dynamic Group Culture scores.
Demographics
This study included 15 intact teams and a sample size of 113 participants. The
unit of analysis was at the group level. Specifically, data were collected from a
population of team leaders and individual members from the leaders’ teams. Team
leaders and team members came from several workplace organizations that featured
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intact teams with a team’s designated leader. The organizations represented different forprofit and non-profit sectors of the workplace, including: a law firm, a healthcare
institution, financial institutions (both a large national bank and a small local bank), a
national retail chain, a pharmaceutical company, a professional sports team, and a global
marketing firm. Sampling for the study was convenience sampling. Participants were
identified because they were willing and available to be studied (Creswell & Guetterman,

2019). Although the subjects came from convenience sampling, the sample provides
relevant information for addressing the study’s research questions. The following teams
participated in the study, including their industry and the total number of participants
from the team, including the leader:
1. Global Manufacturing Firm (six participants).
2. National Retail Chain (eight participants).
3. Health Care (eight participants).
4. Law (six participants).
5. Health Care (six participants).
6. National Bank (20 participants).
7. Professional Sports (six participants).
8. National Bank (eight participants).
9. Health Care (12 participants).
10. National Bank (six participants).
11. Local Bank (four participants).
12. National Bank (six participants).
13. National Bank (six participants).
14. National Bank (four participants).
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15. National Retail Pharmacy Chain (six participants).
Data Analysis
Data analysis reporting tables are provided to address the study’s six research
questions. Discussion helps examine the results.
Research Question 1
What is the relationship between a team leader’s self-actualization and a team’s

Dynamic Culture? Table 1 shows the number of team members and leaders who
participated in the study along with the ALP and GCP scores for the study participants.
Higher ALP scores ranging from 0 to 100 indicate a greater sense of self-actualization,
being less reactive under stress and possessing a greater sense of self-awareness, all of
which limits the negative impact of the leader’s shadows on the team’s functioning
culture. The GCP measures five dimension of team functioning with higher scores (range
of 0 to 100) indicating more effective communication, participation, trust, conflict
management, and clarity of purpose. The Dynamic Culture represents the highest level of
group development. Team size ranged from a low of four to a high of 20, both within the
three to 24 membership size defined as the acceptable parameters for the current study.
Over half the teams (eight) contained six members. The ALP had a wider range of scores
than the GCP (82 versus 69).
Table 2 shows the range, minimum, maximum, means, and standard deviations of
the ALP and GCP scores for the 113 participants of this study. The data show the GCP
scores had a higher average than the ALP scores (75.04 versus 68.36). However, the ALP
had a wider range of scores than the GCP (82 versus 69) and a greater standard deviation
(24.88 versus 15.70). Overall, the ALP scores contained more variance than the GCP
scores.
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Table 1
Team Sizes and Profile Scores
________________________________________________________________
Group
Size of team
ALP score
GCP score
________________________________________________________________
1
7
92
77
2
8
66
83
3
6
64
86
4
6
17
27
5
12
96
52
6
4
99
96
7
8
81
70
8
6
30
76
9
20
81
84
10
8
56
80
11
6
32
83
12
6
98
82
13
6
46
90
14
4
86
75
15
6
41
71
________________________________________________________________
Note. ALP = Actualized leadership profile. GCP = Group culture profile.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Response Data
_______________________________________________________________
Item
No.*
Range
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
_______________________________________________________________
ALP
113
82
17
99
68.36
24.88
GCP
113
69
27
96
75.04
15.70
_______________________________________________________________
Note. *Valid N = 113. ALP = Actualized leadership profile. GCP = Group culture profile.

Table 3 shows the Pearson correlation between the ALP and GCP scores. The
data show there was a statistically significant correlation between the ALP and GCP
scores, r(113) = .202, p < .05. In addition, the ALP and GCP scores were positively
correlated. Overall, higher self-actualization scores among the leaders related to higher
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Dynamic Group Culture scores for the teams the leaders managed.
Table 3
Pearson’s Correlation Between High Self-Actualized Leaders and
Dynamic Group Culture
______________________________________________________
Item
ALP
GCP
______________________________________________________
Pearson correlation
1
.202*
Sig. (2-tailed)
.032
No.
113
113
______________________________________________________
Note. ALP = Actualized leadership profile. GCP = Group culture profile.
*p < .05.

The Figure shows a scatter plot regarding the relationship between the ALP and
GCP scores. The scatter plot shows a positive linear relationship between the two
variables. In general, as the ALP value increases, so does the GCP value (except for a

few outliers). Overall, there is a positive relationship between a team leader’s selfactualization and a team’s Dynamic Culture.
Figure
Scatter Plot of Profile Scores
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Research Question 2
What is the relationship between a team leader’s need for achievement and a
team’s Detached Culture? Table 4 shows the Achiever scores and the Detached Culture
scores for the 15 groups that participated in the current study. Team size ranged from a
low of four to a high of 20, both within the three to 24 membership size that Bion defined
as the acceptable parameters from his research. Over half the teams (eight) contained six

members. The Achiever scores contained greater variance, as shown by the broader range
of scores (88 to 31).
Table 4
Team Sizes With Achiever and Detached Culture Scores
_______________________________________________________________
Group
Size of team
Achiever
Detached
_______________________________________________________________
1
7
8
14
2
8
50
2
3
6
68
2
4
6
91
25
5
12
8
2
6
4
38
2
7
8
3
7
8
6
91
33
9
20
50
2
10
8
14
5
11
6
50
3
12
6
18
7
13
6
27
2
14
4
14
17
15
6
38
38
_______________________________________________________________
Table 5 shows the range, minimum, maximum, means, and standard deviations
for the Achiever and Detached Culture scores. The data show the Achiever and Detached
Culture means had a large difference, with the Achiever mean being higher than the
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Detached Culture mean (37.49 versus 8.83). The Achievers scores contained greater
variance, as shown by the broader range of scores (88 to 31) and higher standard
deviation (26.75 versus 11.03).
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Achiever Scores and Detached Culture Scores
_______________________________________________________________
Item
No.*
Range
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
_______________________________________________________________
Achiever
113
88
3
91
37.49
26.75
Detached
113
31
2
93
8.83
11.03
_______________________________________________________________
Note. *Valid N = 113.

Table 6 shows the Pearson correlation between Achiever scores and Detached
Culture scores. There was a statistically significant correlation between the Achiever
scores and the Detached Culture scores, r(113) = .347, p < .01. Overall, the leaders’ need
for achievement is positively related to teams’ Detached Cultures.
Table 6
Pearson’s Correlation Between Achiever Scores and
Detached Culture Scores
___________________________________________________
Item
Achiever
Detached
___________________________________________________
Pearson correlation
1
.347*
Sig. (2-tailed)
< .001
No.
113
113
___________________________________________________
*p < .01.

Research Question 3
What is the relationship between a team leader’s need for Affiliation and a team’s
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Dramatic Culture? Table 7 shows the Affirmer scores and the Dramatic Culture scores
for the 15 groups that participated in the current study. Team size ranged from a low of 4
to a high of 20, both within the three to 24 membership size parameters that are defined
as the acceptable for the current study. Over half the teams (eight) contained six
members. The Affirmer scores had a greater amount of variance as shown by a wider
range of scores (83 to 60).

Table 7
Team Sizes With Affirmer and Dramatic Culture Scores
_______________________________________________________________
Group
Size of team
Affirmer
Dramatic
_______________________________________________________________
1
7
71
41
2
8
8
22
3
6
2
11
4
6
23
66
5
12
11
58
6
4
78
15
7
8
85
26
8
6
2
35
9
20
2
28
10
6
67
28
11
20
78
23
12
6
19
14
13
6
75
6
14
4
19
43
15
6
19
62
______________________________________________________________

Table 8 shows the descriptive statistics for leader affirmer scores and dramatic
culture scores. The data show the Affirmer and Dramatic Culture means had a very small
difference, with the Affirmer mean being slightly higher than the Dramatic Culture scores
mean (30.53 versus 29.58). The Affirmer scores had a greater amount of variance as
shown by a wider range of scores (83 to 60) and a higher standard deviation (32.53
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versus 15.91).
Table 8
Descriptive Statistics for Affirmer Scores and Dramatic Culture Scores
_______________________________________________________________
Item
No.*
Range
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
_______________________________________________________________
Affirmer
113
83
2
85
30.53
32.53
Dramatic
113
60
6
66
29.58
15.91
_______________________________________________________________
Note. *Valid N = 113.

Table 9 shows the Pearson correlation between Affirmer scores and Dramatic
Culture scores. There was a statistically significant correlation between the Affirmer
Leadership Motivation and the Dramatic Culture scores, r(113) = -.186, p < .05. The
Affirmer and Dramatic scores were negatively correlated. Overall, there is an inverse
relationship between leaders with a primary need or motivation drive for Affiliation and a
Dramatic Culture. That is, the higher the leader’s need for affiliation, the lower the
team’s dramatic culture.
Table 9
Pearson’s Correlation Between Affirmer Scores and
Dramatic Culture Scores
___________________________________________________
Item
Affirmer
Dramatic
___________________________________________________
Pearson correlation
1
-.186*
Sig. (2-tailed)
.0049
No.
113
113
___________________________________________________
*p < .05.
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Research Question 4
What is the relationship between a team leader’s need for Power and a team’s
Dependent Culture? Table 10 provides the leaders’ Asserter scores and the Dependent
Culture scores for the 15 groups that participated in the study. Team size ranged from a
low of four to a high of 20, both within the three to 24 membership size that Bion defined
as the acceptable parameters from his research. Over half the teams (eight) contained six

members.
Table 10
Team Sizes With Asserter and Dependent Culture Scores
__________________________________________________________________
Group
Size of team
Asserter
Dependent
__________________________________________________________________
1
7
18
13
2
8
96
48
3
6
99
55
4
6
82
43
5
12
74
47
6
4
4
65
7
8
11
37
8
6
91
82
9
20
94
57
10
6
22
44
11
20
59
66
12
6
59
52
13
6
59
57
14
4
59
65
15
6
88
68
__________________________________________________________________
Table 11 shows the descriptive statistics for Asserter scores and Dependent
Culture scores. The data show that Asserter scores had a greater variance, as shown by a
broader range of scores (95 to 72) than the Dependent Culture scores. The data show
Asserter and Dependent Culture means had a moderate difference, with the Asserter
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mean being higher than the Dependent Culture scores mean (66.11 versus 52.56). The
Asserter scores had a greater variance, as shown by a broader range of scores (95 to 72)
and a higher standard deviation (31.17 versus 14.24).
Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for Asserter Scores and Dependent Culture Scores
_______________________________________________________________
Item
No.*
Range
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
_______________________________________________________________
Asserter
113
95
4
99
66.11
31.17
Dependent
113
72
13
85
52.56
14.24
_______________________________________________________________
Note. *Valid N = 113.

Table 12 indicates there was a statistically significant correlation between the
Asserter Leadership Motivation and the Dependent Culture scores, r(113) = .489, p < .01.
The Asserter and Dependent scores were positively correlated. Overall, higher Asserter
scores among the leaders related to higher Dependent Culture Scores. Leaders whose
motivation appeared to reflect a strong need for power were related to Dependent
cultures.
Table 12
Pearson’s Correlation Between Asserter Scores and
Dependent Culture Scores
___________________________________________________

Item
Asserter
Dependent
___________________________________________________
Pearson correlation
1
.489*
Sig. (2-tailed)
< .001
No.
113
113
___________________________________________________
*p < .01.
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Research Question 5
What is the relationship between a team’s tenure and the self-actualization of a
team’s leader? Table 13 shows descriptive statistics, including the means and standard
deviations of the ALP scores for each of the duration categories. The data show that the
ALP means had a range of 51.25, with the Very Long duration (5 or more years) having
the highest mean average at 80.25. The Very Short duration (0 to <1 year) had the lowest

mean average at 29.0. The Short duration (>1 to <2 years) had the largest standard
deviation of 48.79, while the Very Short duration had the smallest standard deviation of
16.97. Overall, there does not appear to be a relationship or a pattern between team tenure
and leader self-actualization. However, the data show that the team leaders in the longest
tenure category of five or more years, had the highest Self-Actualization score average,
while the team leaders in the shortest tenure category had the lowest Self-Actualization
score average.
Table 13
Actualized Leadership Profile Means for Leaders by Tenure
_____________________________________________________
Duration
Mean
No.
SD
_____________________________________________________
Very long (5 to >5 years)
80.25
4
17.67
Long (>2 to <4 years)
44.00
4
27.36
Short (>1 to <2 years)
64.50
2
48.79
Very Short (0 to <1 year)
29.00
2
16.97
Total
57.00
12
30.70
_____________________________________________________
Research Question 6
What is the relationship between a team’s tenure and a team’s culture? Table 14
shows descriptive statistics, including the means and standard deviations of the GCP
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scores for each of the duration categories. The Short duration (1 to 2 years) had the
highest mean average at 86.0. The Long duration (2 to 4 years) had the lowest mean
average at 71.0. The Very Short duration (up to 1 year) had the largest standard deviation
of 15.55, while the Very Long duration had the smallest standard deviation of 5.37.
Overall, there does not appear to be a relationship between Dynamic Group Culture and
the tenure of the team.

Table 14
Group Culture Profile Means for Teams by Tenure
_____________________________________________________
Duration
Mean
No.
SD
_____________________________________________________
Very long (5 to >5 years)
76.75
4
5.37
Long (>2 to <4 years)
71.00
4
29.49
Short (>1 to <2 years)
86.00
2
14.14
Very Short (0 to <1 year)
82.00
2
15.55
Total
77.25
12
17.82
_____________________________________________________
Results Summary
Based on the data, a summary of the results includes the following: Higher
Self-Actualization scores among the leaders were related to higher Dynamic Group
Culture scores for the teams the leaders managed. Higher Leader Achiever scores were
related to higher Team Detached Culture scores. There was an inverse relationship
between Leader Affirmer scores among leaders and Team Dramatic Culture scores.
Higher Team Leader Asserter scores were related to higher Dependent Culture scores.
There does not appear to be a relationship or a pattern between team tenure and leader
self-actualization; however, team leaders in the longest tenure category of 5 or more
years had the highest Self-Actualization score average. Meanwhile, the team leaders in
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the shortest tenure category had the lowest Self-Actualization score average. There does
not appear to be a relationship or a pattern between team tenure and team culture.
Chapter Summary
This chapter provided results from the current research study. The chapter
described the demographics of the participants of the study. All participants in the study
voluntarily came from a convenience sample. The researcher presented data for the study,

specifically collected from a population of 15 team leaders and individual members from
the leaders’ teams across several organizations and sectors in the workplace. This study
investigated if there is a relationship between Self-Actualization and Dynamic Group
Culture. Self-Actualization and Group Culture were measured using the ALP and the
GCP. The author used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences to run the data
analysis, which specifically examined if there was evidence of a statistical relationship
between self-actualization among leaders and a Dynamic Group Culture among the teams
the leaders oversaw. The next chapter will provide a discussion of the current study’s
findings.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Research dating back 25 years reveals high performing, also referred to as
Dynamic teams, are far too often the exception rather than the rule (Gallup, 2020;
Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). The current study was designed to address a gap in the
literature relating to the relationship between leaders’ self-actualization and how it relates
to their teams’ culture or performance. Over the last decade, many scholars and
researchers have stated that successful leadership is less about task management and
more about influencing and motivating others to be their best (Bracht et al., 2021;
Delmatoff & Lazarus, 2014; Perkins, 2017). Thus, leaders who are aware of their
strengths and can leverage them, without having their weaknesses impede progress, are
more likely to manage high-performing teams.
Summary of Findings
The current study’s findings provide evidence of a positive relationship between
highly self-actualized leaders and Dynamic Group Culture. Correlation analyses revealed
a statistically significant positive relationship between highly self-actualized leaders and
a Dynamic Group Culture among their teams. In addition, statistically significant
relationships emerged between specific team leaders’ primary motivation drives and
corresponding team cultures, reinforcing positive and negative behaviors (shadows)
related to team culture.
Specifically, significant positive correlations emerged between the leadership
motivation drives of Achievement and the corresponding Detached Culture, r = .347, p <
.01, as well as Power and the corresponding Dependent Culture, r = .489, p < .01. The
study also found a significant negative correlation between Affirmation and Dramatic
Culture, r = -.186, p < .05. Together, these correlations provide evidence that different
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leadership primary motivations and their shadows may influence the group culture. The
current study results add to the extant literature on how leadership behavior may
influence team performance. Although it was a little surprising that the tenure of the team
did not seem to impact team leaders’ self-actualization or their teams’ Dynamic Cultures,
these findings are consistent with Bion’s (1961) critical assumption that groups or teams
do not develop in predictable linear sequential stages. Instead, group or team cultures
may emerge or change in a non-progressive or sequential manner.
Interpretation of Findings
The purpose of the study was to determine if there is evidence supporting the
hypothesis that there is a relationship between highly self-actualized leaders and
Dynamic Group/Team cultures.
Research Question 1
The first research question asked the following: What is the relationship between
highly self-actualized leaders and Dynamic Group Culture? Based on previous research
that has shown leadership practices influence team performance, there was an expectation
that the data would reveal a relationship between self-actualization and Dynamic culture.
In fact, data analysis revealed a significant correlation between ALP and GCP scores,
r(113) = .202, p < .05. In addition, the ALP and GCP scores were positively correlated,
meaning the higher the self-actualization level of the leader, the stronger the Dynamic
Group Culture.
Data analysis revealed significant relationships across the three primary
motivation drives (Achievement, Affiliation, and Power) and the Dynamic Group
Culture. This was expected as the three different sources of motivation are not
hierarchical. Instead, each includes a unique collection of positive attributes that relate to

60
a Dynamic Group Culture. Highly self-actualized leaders, no matter their primary
motivation drive, can effectively facilitate the five indicators of Dynamic Groups:
communication, participation, trust, conflict management, and clarity of purpose among
the teams they manage (Sparks & Repede, 2016).
Leaders whose primary motivation is Achievement (Achievers) reveal a strong
drive for accomplishment, competence, and success. Furthermore, these leaders are
regarded as efficient, rule consistent, and stable (Sparks, 2019). In the current study, the
highly self-actualized Achievers’ ALP scores may suggest they conduct themselves so
that their teams view them as being detail-oriented, disciplined, focused, and highly
organized. Perhaps not surprisingly, these attributes related positively to a Dynamic
Group Culture.
Leaders whose primary motivation is Affiliation (Affirmers) display a strong
drive for harmony, a sense of belonging, and can present themselves in a warm and
friendly manner. They are viewed as loyal, trusting, and empathetic (Sparks, 2019). This
study’s highly self-actualized Affirmers’ ALP scores indicated they conduct themselves
in a way that emphasizes interpersonal relationships rather than outcomes and results.
Furthermore, these leaders prioritized making meaningful connections with their
followers or teams and had a strong desire to feel accepted by their teams. Although these
attributes are different from those displayed by the Achievers, they still related positively
to a Dynamic Group Culture. The Affirmers’ attributes also appeared to help facilitate a
sense of communication, participation, trust, conflict management, and clarity of purpose
among the teams they managed. Leaders whose primary motivation is Power (Asserters)
are often viewed as natural leaders who are not afraid to challenge the status quo. They
are typically passionate about driving tangible results by exerting control and authority

61
(Sparks, 2019). Asserters are often viewed by their teams as candid, decisive, and for
being risk-takers. These attributes relate positively to a Dynamic Group Culture as well.
Overall, these findings demonstrate that there is more than one leadership
motivation that can relate to a Dynamic Group Culture. As a result, leaders do not have to
be confined by a one-size-fits-all mentality. Rather, they can be confident that their
leadership style can be effective especially when they possess self-awareness of their
shadows or weaknesses, are not reactive when confronted with stressful situations, and
convey a genuine interest of the well-being of their team members (Perkins, 2017). In the
current study, highly self-actualized leaders across the three motivation drives may have
high self-awareness, be less reactive to stressful situations, and express a genuine concern
for their followers. Furthermore, highly self-actualized leaders may have an ongoing
commitment to reach their full potential and help members of their team do the same.
One can appreciate how these attributes positively influence team culture and
effectiveness.
Self-awareness enables leaders to recognize their shadows or non-productive
behaviors and to identify the triggers that are likely to elicit these shadow behaviors if
unchecked (Bracht et al., 2021; Sparks, 2019). Self-aware leaders recognize their
shadows’ negative impact on themselves and their team (followers). As a result, they can
take a step back when confronted with a challenging situation, reflect on it, and decide
how best to leverage their strengths to lead their team better (Perkins, 2017). This
knowledge is powerful as it can stop the leaders from transferring their own negative
experiences to their team members and perpetuating non-productive group culture.
Highly self-actualized leaders also relate to Dynamic Group (or team) Culture by being
less reactive when confronted with stressful situations (Sparks & Repede, 2016). Self-
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awareness, appears to help leaders to be less reactive.
Another aspect of self-actualized leadership is demonstrating concern for
followers (or team members). This is connected to Maslow’s later research, which
concluded that people must go beyond focusing on themselves and become genuinely
invested in other people’s well-being to achieve the highest level of self-actualization
(Greene & Burke, 2007). Research also shows that self-actualization plays a critical role
in servant-based and transformational leadership (Perkins, 2017; Privette, 2001;
Rothstein & Burke, 2010).
In summary, Achievement, Affiliation, and Power are comparable sources of
leader motivation that contribute to a Dynamic Group (Team) Culture (Sparks &
Repedes, 2016). However, as the research of Sparks (2019) shows, each of these
motivation drives also brings a unique set of shadows or negative behaviors that can
undercut each of the three motivations’ positive attributes. As a result, each motivation
drive is associated with a specific corresponding culture that is less productive and
inferior to the Dynamic Group Culture.
Research Question 2
The second research question asked the following: What is the relationship
between the need for Achievement and team Detached Culture? Results were consistent
with the researcher’s expectations and indicated a significant positive correlation between
Achievement and Detached Culture, r = .347, p < .01. When Achievers’ primary shadow,
fear of failure, is unchecked, they micro-manage their followers, stifling their teams or
followers. Achievers can be perfectionists, consumed by irrational thoughts of
inadequacy (Sparks, 2019). Achievers are often viewed as being overly critical and
micromanaging, taking on too much work, and obsessive. (Sparks, 2019). The significant
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relationship between the motivation drive of Achievement and the Detached Culture from
this study adds to the extant literature (Bracht et al., 2021; Hasanah & Mujanah, 2020) on
the interaction of leadership practices related to team culture and performance.
Research Question 3
The third research question asked the following: What is the relationship between
the need for Affiliation and team culture? Results indicated a significant negative
correlation between Affirmers and Dramatic Culture, r = -.186, p < .05, which means as
leaders exhibited more shadow behaviors (such as a need to be accepted), the team
culture was less Dramatic. This finding was surprising as the researcher expected to
uncover a positive relationship between Affirmers and the Dramatic Culture. The
associated shadow with Affiliation is fear of rejection (Sparks, 2019). Affirmers seek
connections and approval from others. As a result, they can be hampered by insecurity
and the need to belong. This can lead to shadow behaviors such as being overly
accommodating and letting others take advantage of them (Sparks & Repede, 2016).
The expected relationship may not have occurred because the teams may have
viewed their leader’s actions as more aligned with those associated with the motivational
drive of Power. This is not surprising because Power is the most common (50%)
motivational drive among leaders (Sparks, 2019). Team members may be accustomed to
having leaders driven by Power more so than Affiliation. As a result, the Dependent
Group Culture may be manifesting itself more than the Dramatic Group Culture due to
the perceptions of the team members. In addition, both ALP and GCP scores are
comprised of all motivation drives and cultures, meaning the Affirmers could also
possess a slightly lower, but comparable, Power drive.
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Research Question 4
The fourth research question asked the following: What is the relationship
between the need for Power (Asserters) and team’s Dependent Culture? Results were
consistent with expectations and indicated a significant positive correlation between
Asserters and Dependent Culture, r = .489, p < .01. The associated shadow with Power is
fear of betrayal. Asserters often seek control and unquestioned authority of their teams
(Sparks, 2019). Asserters also to need to be in charge and always be right, trusting others
to get the job done is challenging (Sparks, 2019). This leads to shadow behaviors such as
constantly trying to gain more authority, rarely letting their guard down, or failing to
show humility (Hasanah & Mujanah, 2020; Sparks, 2019). Due to the higher prevalence
of Asserters (50% versus 25% Affirmers), it is not surprising that the Asserter
relationship with the Dependent culture was the strongest among all the relationships
examined in the current study.
Research Question 5
The fifth research question was designed as an exploratory question regarding the
tenure of leaders: What is the relationship between a team’s tenure and the selfactualization of leaders? The results did not identify a pattern between leadership tenure
and self-actualization. In other words, there does not appear to be a specific point in time
where all leaders become highly self-actualized. However, the data did show that team
leaders in the longest tenure category of five or more years had the highest SelfActualization score average. Meanwhile, team leaders in the shortest tenure category had
the lowest Self-Actualization score average.
Perhaps, rather than tenure serving as the variable that helps leaders become
highly self-actualized, the commitment to servant leadership may be a better predictor of
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self-actualization. Leaders committed to servant leadership are driven to bring out the
best in their followers through selfless leadership (Tschohl, 2014). Servant leadership
aligns with the qualities and attributes associated with the highest form of selfactualization, namely a genuine concern for helping others reach their fullest potential
(Hasanah & Mujanah, 2020; Tschohl, 2014). This could be an interesting area for further
study.
Research Question 6
The sixth research question was also designed to be an exploratory question
regarding teams’ tenure: What is the relationship between a team’s tenure and its culture?
When examining the interplay between team tenures and Dynamic Group Culture, the
results did not reflect a pattern between team tenure and Dynamic Group Culture. Again,
there does not appear to be a critical team duration to enable a Dynamic Group Culture.
Instead, a more influential variable than time may be the degree of commitment members
have towards each other. A high level of commitment towards one another helps all
members professionally and personally, creating a greater sense of team trust and mutual
concern (Miao & Cao, 2019). In addition, group cultures are not locked in stone and may
change when a group’s task, membership, or leadership changes. These changes can
occur at any time, which may be another reason tenure did not predict Dynamic Group
Culture.
In many ways, how leaders interact with their teams will relate to the
manifestation of how the team communicates, interacts, and works together (Hasanah &
Mujanah, 2020). A leader who strives to promote a positive and supportive culture will
better empower and enable the team to learn and grow, providing all members with the
opportunity to do their best work (Perkins, 2017). Shifting team behavior or culture may
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feel like a daunting task for leaders; however, it can be accomplished with careful and
intentional behavior. The team’s current state will influence the level of effort needed to
make positive changes. However, when trying to change a culture, the fundamental
elements needed are like those in other human interactions or relationships; trust,
encouragement, empathy, and effective communication (Allas & Schaninger, 2020). Not
surprisingly then, Detached, Dependent, or Dramatic cultures will require a high degree
of effort.
Context and Implications of Findings
Organizations have an obvious stake in learning how to increase productivity and
success in the workplace. Hence, discovering new opportunities for increasing employee
engagement through effective leadership and team management should be a priority
among organizations (Perkins, 2017; Wilkinson, 2019). Highly self-actualized leaders are
essential to creating and sustaining Dynamic teams (Perkins, 2017; Sparks, 2019; Sparks
& Repede, 2016). The current study’s organizations included team leaders responsible for
building and sustaining team performance by assigning roles and responsibilities to help
their respective teams reach their potential and ultimately help their organizations attain
success.
Leaders and their teams were studied in the context of relational patterns that
contribute to our understanding of how leadership influences team culture and
performance. Organizations should challenge their leaders to lead in ways that support a
Dynamic Group Culture. Dynamic teams have high and effective levels of
communication, participation, trust, conflict management, and clarity of purpose. These
attributes promote a sense of follower well-being and engagement among team members.
Furthermore, Dynamic teams are typically realistic, responsible, and mature. Members
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are actively engaged, communicate honestly and directly, and express diverse opinions
openly (Sparks, 2019). The capacity to express diverse opinions and embrace healthy
conflict helps teams grow and further develop. Teams that can challenge one another are
more likely to be creative and think outside the box.
This study’s research questions were designed to extrapolate from Maslow’s and
Bion’s work to explore if there is evidence of a relationship between highly selfactualized leaders and team culture. Since Bion’s work in the early 1960s, ample research
has revealed that influential leaders or managers can positively influence group culture to
be productive and successful (Clifton & Harter, 2019; Morgeson et al., 2010; Tavoletti et
al., 2019). According to 80 years of organizational behavior research by Gallup, the most
salient finding is that the leader determines 70% of the variance in team engagement and
performance (Clifton & Harter, 2019).
Effective leadership and team management is critical, especially in today’s
rapidly changing workforce. Unfortunately, far too often in today’s business world,
organizations are challenged by dwindling resources, increased demands, unrealistic
expectations, and high turnover rates (Humphries & Howard, 2014; Perkins, 2017).
These underscore the need for effective leadership and team management. Being a leader
is a comprehensive and multifaceted role. Leaders not only have to be industry experts
but also need to be experts on how to relate to people (Clifton & Harter, 2019). Leaders
are now expected to bring out the best in their teams and promote a work culture that
meets team members’ needs. Therefore, researchers should continue to pursue
discovering new mechanisms for how leaders and their teams relate to one another.
Team leaders’ influence on their teams’ culture is especially noteworthy when
considering that culture is a critical driver of team expectations and beliefs. The culture
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of the group or team essentially represents what a team believes, values, and does
consistently (Gordon, 2018). In other words, if a team values communication, honest
feedback, healthy conflict, and collaboration, the group culture will support these
attributes. Furthermore, the team will engage in behaviors on an ongoing basis that
facilitate these attributes. As stated previously and revealed in the current study, leaders
play a critical role in shaping the culture of their team.
Recent literature on management theory supports Bion’s work on teams. For
example, Gordon (2018) confirmed that engagement soars when team members have a
sense of purpose and understand how they contribute to a shared vision. Donze and
Gunnes (2018) also found that workers are not driven solely by personal considerations
but also are often driven by the group’s goals and beliefs. Findings like these, and the
additional evidence offered by this study, support the suggestion that organizations
should commit to a concerted effort to encourage their leaders to influence how their
teams value and internalize group-based goals.
Limitations of the Study
This study aimed to learn if there was a relationship between self-actualized
leaders and Dynamic Group Culture among teams the leaders oversee. While a
statistically significant correlation between Self-Actualized leaders and Dynamic Group
Cultures was revealed, study limitations remain. These pertain to both the internal and
external validities of the study. First, the study participants came from modest size of
convenience sample size. This study is further limited by its reliance on surveys and selfreporting. The generalizability of the quantitative and qualitative results is limited due to
the fact that all participants were self-selected. As a result, the sample may not have fully
represented the entire range of leaders and their teams in the U.S. workplace.
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When further considering the limitations of this study, the researcher understands
the constructs of Self-Actualization and Dynamic Group Culture (high-performing teams)
are difficult to define, with their meanings ever-changing, which could threaten the
construct validity of the study. Additionally, Maslow’s concept of Self-Actualization
remains theoretical and generally lacks empirical proof (Snyder & Lopez, 2002).
Maslow’s theory is widely accepted as one of the cornerstones of humanistic psychology
(Privette, 2001; Rothstein & Burke, 2010). However, since it was first introduced, there
have been numerous efforts to change Maslow’s model, including attempts to renovate,
expand, update the model with some of Maslow’s later writings, and even replace the
model (Kaur, 2013). Despite these efforts, Maslow’s approach to understanding human
needs continues to be widely used in various settings, including business, education, and
human services (Klenke, 2007; Rothstein & Burke, 2010). Maslow’s Theory of SelfActualization continues to prove relevant to the unpacking of effective leadership as seen
in the current study.
The salient challenge when applying Maslow’s Theory of Self-Actualization is
settling on a definition that ensures proper measurement within the context of culture and
society. Maslow’s ideas predominantly focused on the self, and as a result, may
underappreciate the impact of such things as interpersonal needs, and as a result, his
theory can be reduced to a list of needs that are often seen as progressive but not
interrelated (Snyder & Lopez, 2002). Clearly, researchers should be mindful of how
cultural differences can lead to different definitions of the terminology used to measure
self-actualization.
In this study, self-actualization was based on self-reporting. Individuals from the
current study may hold different definitions of the terminology used in the ALP. This
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may have impacted the Self-Actualization scores reported in this study. In addition, selfreported scores come with a host of threats to internal validity. Participants can be
consciously or even subconsciously biased to answer questions in a manner they think
will please or satisfy the researcher. In addition, due to the hierarchical nature of leaders
and the teams they manage, team members in this study may have been reluctant to
express their concerns or frustrations about the team’s functioning and the leader’s
practices.
The design of this study resulted in 17 teams and 130 individuals expressing
interest in participating, but only 15 teams and 113 individuals followed the directions
correctly and completed the required questionnaires. Modifications to the research study,
such as streamlining the consent process, could make participation less cumbersome
because the instructions would be shorter and easier to follow. This could increase the
number of participants. In addition, if the study was disseminated to a broader audience
and subjects felt the need to participate instead of only volunteering, a broader and larger
sample of subjects may have been obtained to increase external validity. The final sample
size of 113 participants is adequate for this research study; however, a more extensive
and more diverse number of participants would allow for a more precise measure of the
correlation between the variables and help reduce the standard error value.
Future Research Directions
The findings of this study contribute to our understanding of how leadership and
team culture are related. Specifically, this study contributes to the growing field that
focuses on high-performing teams. The focus of this study, the correlation between selfactualization among leaders and group culture, supports the premise that there is a
relationship between highly self-actualized leaders and Dynamic Group Culture.
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Nevertheless, additional studies that include a more extensive set of participants
could lend further credence to the works of Maslow, Bion, Jung, and McClelland as they
relate to self-actualization, leadership, and group culture. Future studies can help
strengthen our understanding of the connection between self-actualization and leadership.
Moreover, future studies that examine the extent to which possible cause and effect
relationships exist between motivational drives and self-actualization levels among
leaders and their impact on group culture could provide valuable information to
organizations. Such studies could go beyond the relationship findings seen in the current
study by confirming causal relationships may exist among the variables.
Emerging literature has recently moved away from the established perspective
that static factors are more likely to determine leader and leadership emergence (Bracht et
al., 2021). Researchers are more focused now on learning more about the possible
pathways toward leader emergence. In addition to self-awareness, effective leadership
includes an awareness of followers’ well-being (Perkins, 2017). Bracht et al. (2021)
supported the premise that leader self-awareness can serve as a viable starting point for
individuals on the pathway to effective leadership. Furthermore, Bracht et al.’s study
contributes to a growing body of research that suggests leadership is an interactive
process between individuals and context rather than solely determined by an individual’s
personal characteristics. The current study results support this premise in that we see
patterns between leadership behaviors and team culture. A follow up study could further
unpack the apparent bi-directionality of leadership and culture.
When hiring new leaders, organizations often focus on how much directly related
experience the candidate has. Although work experience is essential, it may also behoove
organizations to vet a candidate’s psychological profile, including their primary
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motivation drive and self-actualization level. Highly self-actualized candidates may have
a more significant genuine concern for the people they lead. Future mixed methods or
qualitative studies could help researchers probe highly self-actualized leaders and
Dynamic Teams in greater detail, providing rich information and data. A greater
understanding of how leadership relates to team culture can help organizations reach their
full potential, and it can help individuals find more meaning in their professional roles
leading to greater life satisfaction.
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Actualized Leadership Profile Questionnaire
Part 1 of 3
Read each of the following 20 statements and select the response that
most accurately describes how often you engage in each activity at work.
1) I enjoy spending time alone.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes

Rarely

Almost Never

2) I confront others who disagree with me.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely

Almost Never

3) I seek out leadership roles.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes

Rarely

Almost Never

4) Winning is important to me.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes

Rarely

Almost Never

5) I often find myself directing the activities of others.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Almost Never
6) I believe that if you want something done right you must do it yourself.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Almost Never
7) I try to laugh at my mistakes.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes

Rarely

Almost Never

8) I can sometimes be too accommodating.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely

Almost Never

9) I have depth and expertise in my area of work.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Almost Never
10) I am very competitive at work.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes

Rarely

Almost Never

11) People often tell me their personal problems.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Almost Never
12) I lose track of time when I’m working.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely

Almost Never

13) I avoid conflict if possible.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes

Almost Never

Rarely
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14) I am spontaneous.
Almost Always Usually

Sometimes

Rarely

Almost Never

15) I prefer a steady, harmonious pace at work.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely

Almost Never

16) I am decisive and do not second guess myself.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Almost Never
17) I accept myself and my limitations.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes

Rarely

Almost Never

18) I am considered a “people person”.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely

Almost Never

19) I often feel impatient when working with others.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Almost Never
20) I am guilty of being a “micromanager”.
Almost Always Usually Sometimes Rarely

Almost Never

Actualized Leadership Profile
Part 2 of 3
From the following ten (10) word pairs, please select the one (1)
word that best describes you. If both words describe you, choose
the one that is most descriptive. If neither word describes you,
select the one word that is most like your style.
1) Justice

Mercy

2) Risk

Perfection

3) Empathy

Candor

4) Strategic

Tactical

5) Winning

Caring

6) Spontaneous

Control

7) Reserved

Warm

86

8) Relationships

Results

9) Power

Trust

10) Expertise

Creativity

Actualized Leadership Profile
Part 3 of 3
Read each statement and select your level of agreement with each
statement as it relates to your style at work.
1) I am comfortable with my quirks and flaws.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

2) I trust other people.
Strongly Agree

Agree

3) Others would describe me as courageous.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

4) I make decisions based on facts.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

5) I am very focused on whatever task is at hand.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

6) I’ve learned from my mistakes and let them go.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

7) I prefer challenging tasks that demand my full attention.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

8) I am candid and direct with others.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

9) I schedule time to be alone.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral
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10) I consciously remove distractions and “disconnect” when I need to work.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

11) I am slow to trust others.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

12) I am confident in speaking my mind to others.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

13) I am quick to confront the brutal facts of any situation.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

14) I am often easily distracted.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

15) I live in the present moment.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

16) I often lose track of time when I am working.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

17) I usually choose to be candid instead of polite.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

18) I enjoy spending time alone for reflection.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

19) I do not enjoy growing older.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

20) I try to give others the benefit of the doubt.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

21) I try to enjoy each moment and live in the present.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

22) I let my emotions impact my decision making.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

23) I often feel intimidated by others.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree
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24) I spend too much time worrying about the past or daydreaming about the
future.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

25) I am often bored at work.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

26) I often “sugar-coat” what I really want to say to others.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

27) I do not like spending time alone.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree Strongly

Disagree
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Group Culture Profile Questionnaire
GROUP CULTURE PROFILE

Group culture is the climate or personality of a group that describes the way members
interact with each other when solving problems and making decisions. Your responses
will be compiled with your other group members in determining your group’s emotional
intelligence “score.” Please think back to the way your group typically works together
as you answer the survey questions. Your participation on is voluntary and your
individual identity will remain anonymous, so please be as candid as possible.
1) We often ask for guidance.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

2) Our leader tends to know what’s best for us.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

3) Members appreciate different opinions.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4) We ignore obvious problems.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

5) We are unrealistically optimistic about our future.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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6) We wait to be told what to do.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

7) Some members do not attend meetings.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

8) New ideas are expressed freely.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

9) We provide thoughtful feedback to each other.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

10) Some members want to be accepted by the group at any cost.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

11) Members are hostile towards each other.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

12) We communicate directly and honestly with each other.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

13) We are more concerned about maintaining harmony than in getting work done.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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14) We are effective listeners.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

15) We often appeal to our leader for direction.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

16) There is little interest in getting the job done.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

17) We are unable to manage our time effectively.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

18) We tend to drift off task.
Strongly Agree

Agree

19) Some members do not participate.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

20) We are sometimes guilty of setting unrealistic goals.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disa
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Dimensions of Group Performance: There are many factors that impact group
development and team performance. The five dimensions below are the most
important for determining group culture and member satisfaction. Please rate each
dimension on a 1-10 scale using the format identified below.
21) Communication (1-10)
(1=Very Poor Communication … 10=Very Effective Communication)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

22) Participation (1-10)
(1=Very Low Participation … 10=Total Participation by Everyone
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

23) Trust (1-10)
(1=Very Little or No Trust in Others … 10=Complete Trust in Others)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

24) Conflict Management (1-10)
(1=Arguments and Open Conflict … 10=Effective Conflict Resolution)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

25) Clarity of Purpose (1-10)
(1=Hidden Agendas and No Purpose … 10=Clear, Agreed upon Purpose)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Please feel free to share any other thoughts about improving your group’s
performance.
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Summary of Actualized Performance Framework
Leadership
Style
Achiever

Motivation

Description

Achievement

Organized,
focused,
disciplined,
detail-oriented

Affirmer

Affiliation

Asserter

Power

Friendly,
warm,
empathetic,
loyal
Candid,
decisive,
rational,
strategic

Leadership
Shadow
Fear of
Failure

Shadow
Tendencies
Narrow-minded,
rigid, cautious,
micromanager

Impact of
Followers
Detached
Group
Culture

Fear of
Rejection

Anxious,
conflict-avoidant,
naïve,
accommodating
Controlling,
arrogant, blunt,
condescending

Dramatic
Group
Culture

Fear of
Betrayal

Dependent
Group
Culture
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Permission Letter to Use ALP and GCP Instruments

MEMO
To:
From:
RE:
Date:

NOVA Southeastern IRB Committee
William L. Sparks, Ph.D.
Permission to use my surveys
September 7, 2021

Please allow this memorandum to serve as written proof that your current
doctoral student Joseph Pieri has my permission to use my surveys:
Actualized Leader Profile (ALP) and the Group Culture Profile (GCP) for his
dissertation research. These are self and group-assessments that I have
designed and validated, and own the U.S. copyright for both.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Will
William L. Sparks, Ph.D.
Dennis Thompson Chair & Professor, Leadership
Managing Partner, William L. Sparks & Associates, LLC
McColl School of Business, Queens University of Charlotte
Charlotte, NC 28274
(704)337-2342
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Breakdown of Analysis to Address the Research Questions
RQ1: What is the relationship between self-actualized leaders and Dynamic team
culture?
Sample Pearson’s Correlation between Self-Actualized Leaders and Dynamic Group
Culture
________________________________________________________________________
Self-Actualized
Dynamic Group Pearson r
Significant (Y/N)
Leaders
Culture
(based on ALP)

(based on GCP)

RQ2: What is the relationship between the need for achievement and team culture?
Sample Pearson’s Correlation between Leaders Motivated Primarily by Achievement and
Detached Group Culture
________________________________________________________________________
Leaders’ Primary
Group Culture
Pearson r
Significant (Y/N)
Motivation Drive
Achievement

Detached

RQ3: What is the relationship between the need for Affiliation and team culture?
Sample Pearson’s Correlation between Leaders Motivated Primarily by Affiliation with
Dramatic Group Culture
________________________________________________________________________
Leaders’ Primary
Group Culture
Pearson r
Significant (Y/N)
Motivation Drive
Affiliation

Dramatic

RQ4: What is the relationship between the need for power and team culture?
Sample Pearson’s Correlation between Leaders Motivated by Power and Dependent
Group Culture
________________________________________________________________________
Leaders’ Primary
Group Culture
Pearson r
Significant (Y/N)
Motivation Drive
Power

Dependent
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RQ5: What is the relationship between a team’s tenure and self-actualization of team
leader?
Tenure and Leader Self-Actualization
________________________________________
Duration
Self-Actualization
Time Team has been
intact

Self-Actualization
Score

RQ6: What is the relationship between a team’s tenure and the team’s culture?
Team Tenure and Team Culture
__________________________________________
Duration
Group Culture
Time Team has been
intact

Dynamic Group
Culture Score
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